CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH

PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT
March 22, 2012 Planning Commission Meeting
Agenda ltem 3

SUBJECT: 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard Lot Merger - (PA2011-141)

» Lot Merger No. LM2011-002

APPLICANT: . . X
(APPELLANT) The John Guida Trust and The Julie Guida Trust

PLANNER: Kay Sims, Assistant Planner
(949) 644-3237 or ksims@newportbeachca.gov

PROJECT SUMMARY

At the direction of the City Council, the Planning Commission will reconsider Lot Merger
Application No.LM2011-002 to merge 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard. The
Commission will review alternative development standards proposed by the applicant to
be applied to development of the property. After review, the Planning Commission will
make a recommendation to the City Council to either deny or approve the lot merger
application.

RECOMMENDATION

1) Conduct a public hearing; and

2) Recommend the City Council either approve or deny Lot Merger No. LM2011-002
No.__ by adopting:

¢ Draft Resolution for Denial (Attachment No. PC 1), or
» Draft Resolution for Approval (Attachment No. PC 2), which includes Exhibit “A”
Findings and Conditions, and waiver of the requirement to file a parcel map.
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VICINITY MAP

LOCATION GENERAL PLAN ZONING CURRENT USE
i Single-Unit Residential Single-Unit Residential ’ : .
ON-SITE Detached (RS-D) (R-1) Single-family residence
Single-Unit Residential Single-Unit Residential . . .
NORTH Detached (RS-D) (R-1) Single-family residence
SOUTH Parks and Recreation Parks and Recreation Park, beach, and public
(PR) (PR) restrooms
Single-Unit Residential Single-Unit Residential . . i
EAST Detached (RS-D) (R-1) Single-family residence
Single-Unit Residential Single-Unit Residential : ; .
WEST Detached (RS-D) (R-1) Single-family residence
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INTRODUCTION

Project Description and Setting

The applicant proposes to combine 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard for the purpose of
developing a new single-family residence. Furthermore, the applicant proposes to limit
development of the merged property by applying alternative development standards for
floor area and height, which are more restrictive than those required by the Zoning
Code for properties located in the R-1 (Single-Unit Residential) Zoning District within
Corona del Mar. If approved, a covenant or deed restriction would be recorded requiring
future development of the merged properties to comply with the alternative development
standards. The final form of this agreement would be determined by the City Attorney
and Community Development Director, and would be recorded prior to the recordation
of the lot merger.

The subject properties are located in Corona del Mar adjacent to the northeasterly
(inland) side of Ocean Boulevard between Goldenrod and Heliotrope Avenues. The two
properties consist of portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of Block 34. They are generally
rectangular in shape with skewed front property lines and slope gently from the rear
toward Ocean Boulevard. Vehicular access is provided from Ocean Lane via a 20-foot-
wide shared, private ingress and egress easement at the rear of 2812 Ocean
Boulevard. Each property is currently developed with a single story, single-family
residence. Lookout Point and Little Corona Beach Park are located directly across
Ocean Boulevard.

Access and Utility Easements to Ocean Lane
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Background

Zoning Administrator Hearing and Decision

On September 14, 2011, the Zoning Administrator conducted a public hearing and
reviewed the applicant's request to merge 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard. After
hearing public comments and considering the concerns presented, the Zoning
Administrator determined that the lot merger would not negatively impact the
neighboring area, and that sufficient facts of finding were stated in the Zoning
Administrator Approval Action Letter to support the required findings (Attachment No.
PC 3, City Council Attachment CC 3).

Appeal of Zonhing Administrator Decision

On September 23, 2011, Mr. Clifford Jones (2800 Ocean Boulevard), Ms. Joan
Campbell (2811 Ocean Lane), and Mr. John Silva (2821 Ocean Lane) filed an appeal of
the Zoning Administrator's decision (Attachment No. PC 4, City Council Attachment CC
4).

Planning Commission Hearing and Decision

On October 20, 2011, the Planning Commission heard the appeal. During public
testimony, the appellants and seven members of the public spoke in opposition to the
project. Their concerns included the following: plans submitted to the City for a new,
single-family residence did not comply with a private deed restriction, which limits the
height of development on the subject properties; the loss of interior side setbacks of the
new development would eliminate the existing public and private views across the
property and result in devaluation of neighboring. properties; and the alternative access
to the proposed lot via Ocean Boulevard was not feasible and would be unsafe. The
appellant, Mr. John Guida, his legal counsel, architect, construction contractor, and one
member of the public spoke in favor of the lot merger. A point was made that the
proposed project was a lot merger of the two properties, not approval of specific plans
for the property, and any future development of the two properties, separately or as
merged, would comply with the City’'s required zoning and building code regulations. Mr.
Guida stated that the plans referred to by the appellants had not been resubmitted by
the applicant, and he did not yet have final plans for the proposed merged property.

The Planning Commission determined that elimination of the interior lot line and its
associated three foot interior side setbacks (six feet total) would create one large lot,
that would accommodate more floor area with less required setback area than what the
Zoning Code would allow on the two separate lots (see Table 2). They also determined
that the larger lot would not be consistent with the pattern of development within the
neighborhood. The Planning Commission voted 6-1 (Kramer) to reverse the decision of
the Zoning Administrator and deny the lot merger. The Planning Commission minutes,
resolution of denial, and staff report are provided in Attachment PC 4.
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Appeal of Planning Commission Decision

On October 27, 2011, the applicant filed an appeal of the Planning Commission’s action
to the City Council (Attachment No. PC 4, see City Council Attachment No. CC 8).

City Council Hearing and Action

On January 24, 2012, the applicant requested that the City Council continue the appeal
in order to allow him time to develop and present voluntary alternative development
standards, which would be more restrictive than those allowed by the Zoning Code for
development of the merged property. The goal of the more restrictive standards would
be to ensure that the mass and scale of future development be compatible with the
neighboring properties. The Council voted unanimously to refer the matter back to the
Planning Commission.

The Council directed the Planning Commission to make a recommendation of approval
or denial of the lot merger based on a review of the applicant's proposed alternative
development standards.

Staff has included correspondence received prior to the Council hearing, but after
publication of the staff report (Attachment No. PC 7).

Discussion
Proposed Alternative Development Standards

The applicant has submitted alternative development standards for floor area limit (FAL)
and height, which are shown below (also see Attachment No. PC 5). The applicant
proposes that all other City required R-1 development standards be applied to future
development of the merged property. The exhibits on page 6 are for the purpose of
illustrating the proposed alternative development standards only and do not represent a
specific design.

Table 1: Applicant's Proposed Alternative Development Standards

S Development Standards | i i gy e CApplicant’s Proposed Alternative
Maximum Floor Area Limit (FAL) 1.5 x buildable area 1.0 x buildable area
34% up to 15'6"

Maximum Height Limit {floor of roof decky**
{measured from "established grade” 24 feel 33% upto 15’
70.2' per Zoning Code requirements {fiat roof/top of railing or parapet) {measured to top of roof)
{using NAVDS8) 33% up to 14’

{measure to top of roof)

*Subterranean basements not included in maximum FAL {as per Newport Zoning Code).
**Roof deck railings may exceed the maximum height, but shall be no higher than the minimum height required by the latest
California Building Code.
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Analysis

The table below compares development standards for the subject properties, as
developed independently, or as merged. The last column (blue) illustrates the
applicant’'s proposed alternative development standards for height and floor area limit

(FAL) for the merged property.

Table 2: Project Characteristics

2808 Ocean Blvd | 2812 Ocean Blvd Total Merged
Property “A" Property “B” (“A” + “B") Property

Lot Area 7,194 sq ft 6,499 sq ft 13,693 sq ft ||| 13,693 sq ft 13,693 sq ft
Development Proposed Alternative

Development
Standards Standards
SRtk 20 t 20t 20 ft 20 t
Rear 10 ft 10 ft 10 ft 10 ft
Sides 3 ft per side 3 ft per side 3 ft per side ||| 4 ft per side
Sethack Areas
(Total Sq Ft) 2,432 sq ft 2,332sqft 4,764 sq ft 3,647 sq ft Same
Total Buildable Area 4,762 sq ft 4,167 sq ft 8,929 sq ft 10,046 sq ft Same
Floor Area Limit 7,143 sq ft 6,251 sq ft 13,394 sq ft f|| 15,069 sq ft 10,046 sq ft
(FAL) (1.5 FAL)* (1.5 FAL)* (1.5 FAL)* (1.5 FALY* (1.0 FAL)*
Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) .99 .96 .98 1.10 73

34% up to 15'6"
Height .
(flat rooffsloped roof) (ﬂoo:;;; rooftde;cﬁlis)
Measured from: 24 ft/29 ft 24 /29 ft 24 ft/29 ft 24 /29 ft e ;’ﬁ t°
Established Grade of tep /"upato“i’gf)
' (]

70.2'ANAVDHEE) (top of flat roof)

*Subterranean basements not included in maximum FAL (as per Newport Zoning Code).

**Roof deck railings may exceed the maximum height, but shall be no higher than the minimum height required by the latest
California Building Code

The applicant is not proposing to deviate from the standard setbacks required by the
Zoning Code for the R-1 Zoning District, and development would be located within the
resulting buildable area (lot area minus setback areas). The applicant is proposing a 1.0
floor area limit (FAL) rather than the 1.5 (FAL) allowed for R-1 properties located within
Corona del Mar. The resuiting floor area allowed would be equivalent to the square
footage of the buildable area (10,046 square feet). The resulting floor area ratio (FAR)
would be .73 rather than 1.10 allowed by the Zoning Code.

The alternative standard proposed for height, limits development to the following: 34
percent up to 15 feet 6 inches (floor of roof decks), 33 percent up to 15 feet (top of flat
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roof), and 33 percent up to 14 feet (top of flat roof). Development up to the various
maximum height limits is not restricted to specific areas within the buildable area.

The applicant has provided conceptual plans and photo sims that appear to comply with
the proposed standards (Attachment No. PC 6). However, a more detailed review would
take place prior to the issuance of building permits. It should be noted that the plans do
not depict a residence built to the maximum 10,046 square feet.

Summary

The applicant is proposing aiternative development standards limiting the height and
floor area of future development on the merged property. Specifically, the floor area limit
proposed (1.0 FAL) would be a reduction of 33 percent from the floor area limit allowed
by the Zoning Code (1.5 FAL). The resulting floor area ratio (.73 FAR) would be 25
percent less than the FAR allowed by the Zoning Code for the two properties, if
developed independently (.98 FAR). The height development standard proposed would
not only limit the maximum height of development on the property, but would also limit
the percentage of development that is allowed up to a specified maximum height. The
applicant believes the reductions in the allowed maximum floor area (FAL) and height
will ensure that the mass and scale of future development would be compatible with
properties in the surrounding area, and are sufficient to allow approval of the proposed
lot merger.

Should the Planning Commission wish to recommend approval of the lot merger to the
City Council, staff has prepared conditions of approval which include: 1.) the applicant’s
proposed alternative development standards for floor area limit (FAL) and height stated
in Table 1 and Attachment No. PC 5; and 2.) a requirement to record a covenant or
deed restriction, prior to development of the merged property, limiting the height and
floor area of future development to the applicant’s proposed alternative development
standards. The final form of the covenant or deed restriction would be approved by the
City Attorney and Community Development Director prior to recordation.

Alternatives

1. If the Planning Commission determines that the applicant's proposed alternative
development standards do not support the findings required to grant approval of
the application, the Planning Commission should adopt the draft resolution,
which recommends denial of the application to the City Council (Attachment PC
No. 1).

2. If the Planning Commission determines that the applicant's proposed alternative
development standards allow development that would support the findings
required to approve the proposed lot merger application, the Commission should
recommend approval to the City Council by adopting the Draft Resolution of
Approval and Conditions of Approval (Attachment No. PC 2), which include
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Condition of Approval No. 1 requiring recordation of a covenant or deed
restriction limiting future development of the property to the proposed alternative
development standards.

Environmental Review

This project is categorically exempt under Section 15305 (Class 5 — Minor Alterations in
Land Use Limitations), of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Implementing Guidelines, because it has no potential to have a significant effect on the
environment. Class 5 exempts projects which consist of minor alterations in land use
limitations in areas with an average slope of less than 20 percent, which do not result in
any changes in land use or density, including minor lot line adjustments not resulting in
the creation of any new parcel. This project is consistent with these requirements.

Public Notice
Notice of this hearing was published in the Daily Pilot, mailed to property owners within

300 feet of the property (excluding roads and waterways) and posted at the site a
minimum of 10 days in advance of this hearing consistent with the Municipal Code.

Prepared by: Sub itted by:
- /(/
Kay Sims, Assistant Planner Brenda |snesk1VAI , Deputy Director
ATTACHMENTS
PC 1 Draft Resolution Recommending Denial
PC2 Draft Resolution Recommending Approval

Exhibit “A” Findings and Conditions
PC 3 City Council Minutes (January 24, 2012)
PC 4 City Council Staff Report and Attachments
PC 5 Proposed Alternative Development Standards
PC 6 Conceptual Plans and Photo Sims
PC 7 Correspondence Received After Publication of Staff Report
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Draft Resolution Recommending Denial



RESOLUTION NO. #hH#

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH RECOMMENDING DENIAL TO THE
CITY COUNCIL OF LOT MERGER NO. LM2011-002 TO MERGE
THE FOLLOWING PROPERTIES, UNDER COMMON
OWNERSHIP: PORTIONS OF LOTS 4, 5, AND 6 OF BLOCK 34
LOCATED IN CORONA DEL MAR, MORE COMMONLY KNOWN
AS 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BOULEVARD (PA2011-141).)

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH HEREBY FINDS AS
FOLLOWS:

1.

An application was filed by the John Guida Trust and the Julie Guida Trust requesting a
lot merger and waiver of the requirement to file a parcel map for properties located at
2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard, which are under common ownership, and: legaily
described as Portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of Block 34 of Corona del Mar.

The subject property is located within the Single-Unit Residential (R-1) Zoning District,
and the General Plan Land Use Element category is Single-Unit Residential Detached
(RS-D).

The subject property is located within the coastal zone. The Coastal Land Use Plan
category is Single-Unit Residential Detached (RSD-B).

A public hearing was held by the Zoning Administrator on September 14, 2011, in the
City Hall Council Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. A
notice of time, place and purpose of the meeting was given in accordance with the
Newport Beach Municipal Code. Evidence, both written and oral, was presented to,
and considered by, the Zoning Administrator at this meeting.

Based on the facts of finding for approval and subject to the conditions of approval in
the Zoning Administrator Action Letter, the Zoning Administrator approved the
proposed lot merger application.

On September 23, 2011, the Zoning Administrator's decision to approve Lot Merger
No. LM2011-022 was appealed by Mr. Clifford Jones (2800 Ocean Boulevard), Ms.
Joan Campbell (2811 Ocean Lane), and Mr. John Silva (2821 Ocean Lane).

A public hearing was held by the Planning Commission on October 20, 2011, in the City
Hall Councit Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. The
Planning Commission considered evidence, both written and oral presented at this
meeting. A notice of time, place and purpose of the meeting was given in accordance
with the Newport Beach Municipal Code. Evidence, both written and oral, was
presented to, and considered by, the Planning Commission at this meeting.

The Planning Commission determined that the required findings for approval could not
be made and reversed the decision for approval of the Zoning Administrator,
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

On October 27, 2011, Mr. John Guida filed an appeal of the Planning Commission’s
action.

A public hearing was held by the City Council on January 24, 2012, in the City Hall
Council Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. A notice of
time, place and purpose of the meeting was given in accordance with the Newport
Beach Municipal Code.

The applicant requested a continuance of the hearing to allow time to develop and
present voluntary alternative development standards, which would be more restrictive
than those required by the Zoning Code.

The Council voted unanimously to refer the matter back to the Planning Commission
for further consideration and directed the Planning Commission to make a
recommendation of approval or denial of the lot merger based on a review of the
proposed alternative development standards.

A public hearing was held by the Planning Commission on March 22, 2012, in the City
Hall Councili Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, Caiifornia. A notice of
time, place and purpose of the meeting was given in accordance with the Newport
Beach Municipal Code.

SECTION 2. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT DETERMINATION.

1.

This project has been determined to be categorically exempt under the requirements
of the California Environmental Quality Act under Class 15305 (Class 5 Minor
Alterations in Land Use limitations).

Class 5 consists of projects with minor alterations in land use limitations in areas with
an average slope of less than 20 percent, which do not result in any changes to land
use or increase in density, including minor lot line adjustments not resulting in the
creation of any new parcel. This project is consistent with these requirements.

SECTION 3. REQUIRED FINDINGS.

The Planning Commission may approve a lot merger application only after making each of
the required findings set forth in Section 19.68.030.H of Title 19 (Subdivision Code: Lot
Mergers, Required Findings). In this case, the Planning Commission was unable to
recommend approval of the lot merger based on the foliowing findings.

FINDINGS

A

The lot merger, even if the proposed aiternative development standards were
voluntarily recorded on the subject property, would allow development that is
incompatible with the size and mass of structures on neighboring properties, other
properties along Ocean Boulevard, and properties throughout Corona del Mar.
Specifically, the removal of the interior lot line would eliminate the interior side setback
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(three feet) on each property, create a buildable area greater than currently exists on
the two separate properties, and eliminate the open space that the interior side
setbacks currently provide.

The lot merger would create a lot size and configuration, which is inconsistent with the
development pattern of the surrounding area. Although there are lots within the
surrounding area, along Ocean Boulevard, and within Corona del Mar that are similar
in size to the proposed merged lot, on average, most lots are smaller in area than the
proposed merged lot.

SECTION 4. DECISION.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:

1.

That the Planning Commission recommends denial to the City Council of Lot Merger
Application No. LM2011-002, to merge 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard, two
properties under common ownership, and consisting of the following: portions of Lots
4, 5, and 6 of Block 34 Located in Corona del Mar.

This action shall become final and effective ten (10) days after the adoption of this
Resolution unless within such time an appeal is filed with the City Clerk in accordance
with the provisions of Title 20 Planning and Zoning, of the Newport Beach Municipal
Code.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS MARCH 22, 2012.

AYES:

NOES:

ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:

BY:

BY:

Michael Toerge, Chairman

Fred Ameri, Secretary
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Draft Resolution Recommending Approval
Exhibit “A” Findings and Conditions



RESOLUTION NO. #HHH

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH RECOMMENDING APPROVAL TO
THE CITY COUNCIL OF LOT MERGER NO. LM2011-002 TO
MERGE THE FOLLOWING PROPERTIES, UNDER COMMON
OWNERSHIP: PORTIONS OF LOTS 4, 5, AND 6 OF BLOCK 34
ILOCATED IN CORONA DEL MAR, MORE COMMONLY KNOWN
AS 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BOULEVARD (PA2011-141).

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH HEREBY FINDS AS
FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. STATEMENT OF FACTS.

1.

An application was filed by the John Guida Trust and the Julie Guida Trust requesting a
lot merger and waiver of the requirement to file a parcel map for properties located at
2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard, which are under common ownership, and legally
described as Portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of Block 34 of Corona del Mar.

The subject property is located within the Single-Unit Residential (R-1) Zoning District,
and the General Plan Land Use Element category is Single-Unit Residential Detached
(RS-D).

The subject property is located within the coastal zone. The Coastal Land Use Plan
category is Single-Unit Residentiai Detached (RSD-B).

A public hearing was held by the Zoning Administrator on September 14, 2011, in the
City Hall Council Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. A
notice of time, place and purpose of the meeting was given in accordance with the
Newport Beach Municipal Code. Evidence, both written and oral, was presented to,
and considered by, the Zoning Administrator at this meeting.

Based on the facts of finding for approval and subject to the conditions of approval in
the Zoning Administrator Action Letter, the Zoning Administrator approved the
proposed lot merger application.

On September 23, 2011, the Zoning Administrator's decision to approve Lot Merger
No. LM2011-022 was appealed by Mr. Clifford Jones (2800 Ocean Boulevard), Ms.
Joan Campbell (2811 Ocean Lane), and Mr. John Silva (2821 Ocean Lane).

A public hearing was held by the Planning Commission on October 20, 2011, in the City
Hall Council Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. The
Planning Commission considered evidence, both written and oral presented at this
meeting. A notice of time, place and purpose of the meeting was given in accordance
with the Newport Beach Municipal Code. Evidence, both written and oral, was
presented fo, and considered by, the Planning Commission at this meeting.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

The Planning Commission determined that the required findings for approval could not
be made and reversed the decision for approval of the Zoning Administrator.

On Qctober 27, 2011, Mr. John Guida filed an appeal of the Planning Commission’s
action.

A public hearing was held by the City Council on January 24, 2012, in the City Hall
Council Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. A notice of
time, place and purpose of the meeting was given in accordance with the Newport
Beach Municipal Code.

The applicant requested a continuance of the hearing to allow time to develop and
present voluntary alternative development standards, which would be more restrictive
than those allowed by the Zoning Code.

The Council voted unanimously to refer the matter back to the Planning Commission
for further consideration and directed the Planning Commission to make a
recommendation of approval or denial of the lot merger based on a review of the
proposed alternative development standards.

A public hearing was held by the Planning Commission on March 22, 2012, in the City
Hall Council Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. A notice of
time, place and purpose of the meeting was given in accordance with the Newport
Beach Municipal Code.

SECTION 2. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT DETERMINATION.

1.

This project has been determined to be categorically exempt under the requirements
of the California Environmental Quality Act under Class 15305 (Class 5 Minor
Alterations in Land Use limitations).

Class 5 consists of projects with minor aiterations in land use limitations in areas with
an average slope of less than 20 percent, which do not result in any changes to land
use or increase in density, including minor lot line adjustments not resulting in the
creation of any new parcel. This project is consistent with these requirements.

SECTION 3. REQUIRED FINDINGS.

In accordance with Section 19.68.030.H of Title 19 (Subdivision Code: Lot Mergers, Required
Findings) of the Newport Beach Municipal Code, the following findings and facts in support of
such findings are set forth:
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Finding

A

Approval of the merger will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort and general welfare of persons
residing or working in the neighborhood of such proposed use or be detrimental or
injurious to property and improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of
the City, and further that the proposed lot merger is consistent with the legislative
intent of Title 19.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

A-1. The alternative development standards for height and maximum floor area (FAL)
proposed by the applicant will limit development on the proposed merged property so
that any future development will be compatibie with the size and mass of structures on
neighboring properties, other properties along Ocean Boulevard, and properties
throughout Corona del Mar.

A-2.  The lot merger would not create a lot size and configuration, which is inconsistent with
the development pattern of the surrounding lots.

A-3. The proposed merger will not cause future development to impact public views of the
ocean as no public views presently exist.

A-4.  The existing properties to be merged are legal building sites.

A-5. The lot merger to combine the existing properties by removing the interior lot lines
between them will not result in the creation of additional lots.

A-6. The proposed lot merger consists of properties that have an average slope less than
20 percent and no changes in use or increase in density allowed on the merged
property will occur.

Finding

B. The lots to be merged are under common fee ownership at the time of the merger.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

B-1.

The two properties to be merged, 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard are under common
ownership.

Finding

C.

The lots as merged will be consistent or will be more closely compatible with the
applicable zoning regulations and will be consistent with other regulations relating to
the subject property including, but not limited to, the General Plan and any applicable
Coastal Plan or Specific Plan.
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Facts in Support of the Finding:

C-1. Section 20.18.030 of the Zoning Code establishes minimum lot area and width
requirements. Each of the two existing properties meet the minimum lot area required,
but do not meet the minimum lot width required (50 feet). The proposed merger of the
properties would create one property, which would comply with the minimum lot width
and lot area standards required by the Zoning Code.

C-2. The Land Use Element of the General Plan designates the subject site as Singie-Unit
Residential Detached (RS-D), which is intended fo provide primarily for single-family
residential units on a single legal lot and does not include condominiums or cooperative
housing. The Coastal Land Use Plan designates this site as Single-Unit Residential
Detached (RSD-B) which provides for density ranges from 6.0-9.9 DU/AC. The existing
development and proposed development of a single-unit dwelling on the site are
consistent with these designations.

Finding

D. Neither the lots as merged nor adjoining parcels will be deprived of legal access as a
result of the merger.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

D-1.  Vehicular access to and from the subject site and across adjacent properties is available
pursuant to a recorded ingress and egress easement at the rear of the site. Shouid the
ingress and egress easement be terminated, vehicular access is possible from Ocean
Boulevard at the front of the existing or merged parceis.

Finding

£ The lots as merged will be consistent with the surrounding pattern of development and
will not create an excessively large lot that is not compatible with the surrounding
development,

Facts in Support of the Finding:

E-1.  Corona del Mar consists of lots of varying shapes and sizes. The subject lots, as merged,
will result in a parcel with a width of 80 feet and area of 13,678 square feet. Other nearby
lots on Ocean Boulevard have lot widths up to as wide as 73 feet and area up to as large
as 13,325 square feet. The merger of the two properties will not create an excessively
targe lot in comparison to some of the existing lots in the surrounding area.

E-2. Development within the R-1 (Singie-Unit Residential) Zoning District within Corona del
Mar can have a maximum floor area limit (FAL)1.5 times the buildable area of the lot.
The proposed merged property will be developed with a 1.0 FAL, which is equal to the
buildable area of the merged lot, and will resuit in development consistent with properties
in the surrounding area.
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Finding

F.

That the proposed division of land complies with requirements as to area,
improvement and design, flood water drainage control, appropriate improved public
roads and property access, sanitary disposal facilities, water supply availability,
environmental protection, and other applicable requirements of this fitle, the Zoning
Code, the General Plan, and any applicable Coastal Plan or Specific Plan.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

F-1.

F-2.

F-3.

The existing properties currently comply with the design standards and improvements
required by the Zoning Code, General Plan, and Coastal Land Use Plan.

The proposed lot merger combines the existing properties into a single parcel of land and
does not result in the elimination of more than three lots or lot portions.

Approval of the proposed lot merger would remove the interior lot lines between the two
properties, and allow the property to be redeveloped as a single site. The allowed land
use, density, and intensity on the merged property would remain the same. The
proposed merged property would comply with all design standards and improvements
required for new subdivisions by Title 19, the Zoning Code, General Plan, and Coastal
Land Use Plan.

SECTION 4. DECISION.

NOW,

1.

THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:

That the Planning Commission recommends approval to the City Council of Lot
Merger Application No. 1.M2011-002, to merge 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard, two
properties under common ownership, and consisting of the following: portions of Lots
4, 5, and 6 of Block 34 Located in Corona del Mar, subject to the conditions set forth in
Exhibit “A”, which is attached hereto and incorporated by reference.

This action shall become final and effective ten (10) days after the adoption of this
Resolution unless within such time an appeal is filed with the City Clerk in accordance
with the provisions of Title 20 Planning and Zoning, of the Newport Beach Municipal
Code.

PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS MARCH 22, 2012.

AYES:

NOES:

ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:
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BY:_

Michael Toerge, Chairman

BY:

Fred Ameri, Secretary
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EXHIBIT “A”
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to recordation of the lot merger, a Restrictive Covenant, setting forth the
alternative development standards for height and maximum floor area proposed by the
applicant and described in Condition of Approval No. 3 and the “Established Grade”
required by Condition of Approval No. 4 shall be recorded on the merged property with
the County Recorder's Office. The Restrictive Covenant shall be in a form approved by
the City Attorney and Community Development Director. The alternative development
standards shall apply to all future development of the merged properties uniess
terminated by written agreement by the City of Newport Beach.

Development of the merged property shall comply with all development standards
required by the Zoning Code for R-1 (Single-Unit Residential) located within Corona
del Mar, with the exception of the requirements for height and the maximum floor area
limit (FAL) as indicated in Condition of Approval No. 3.

Development of the merged property shall comply with the foliowing alternative
development standards for height and maximum floor area (FAL): |

+ Floor Area Limit (FAL):

- 1.0 (1 x 10,046 square feet = 10,046 square feet)
- Subterranean basements shall not be included in maximum FAL (per
Newport Beach Zoning Code)

e Maximum height for flat roof:

- 34 percent up to 15 feet 6 inches (floor of roof deck)*
- 33 percent up to 15 feet (measured to top of roof)
- 33 percent up to 14 feet (measured to top of roof)

*Roof deack railings may exceed the maximum height, but shall be no higher than the minimum height
required by the latest California Building Code.

“Established Grade” for the purpose of measuring height for the principal structure
shall be 70.2 NAVD.,

The design of the development shall not conflict with any easements acquired by the
public at large for access through or use of property within the proposed development.

All improvements shall be constructed as required by Ordinance and the Public Works
Department.

The existing broken and/or otherwise damaged concrete sidewalk panels along the
Ocean Boulevard frontage shall be reconstructed. Limits of the reconstruction shall be
determined by the City Public Works Inspector.
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10.

11,

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21,

All existing drainage facilities in the public right-of-way, including the existing curb
drains along Ocean Boulevard, shall be retrofitted to comply with the City’s on-site,
non-storm runoff retention requirements.

Alt on-site drainage shall comply with the latest City Water Quality requirements.

All existing private, non-standard improvements within the public right-of-way and/or
extensions of private, non-standard improvements into the public right-of-way fronting
the development site shall be removed.

New sod or low groundcovers, as approved by the City, shall be installed within the
parkway fronting the development site along Ocean Boulevard.

An encroachment permit is required for all work activities within the public right-of-way.

All improvements shall comply with the City's sight distance requirement. See City
Standard 110-L.

The existing ingress and egress and utilities easements shall be maintained.

The existing sewer lateral to be used for the future dwelling unit shall have a sewer
cleanout installed within the utilities easement per STD-406-L. All other laterals to be
abandoned shall be capped at the property line.

All unused water services to be abandoned shall be capped at the corporation stop.

In case of damage done to public improvements surrounding the development site by
the private construction, additional reconstruction within the public right-of-way could
be required at the discretion of the Public Works Inspector.

All applicable Public Works Department plan check fees shall be paid prior to review of
the lot merger and grant deeds.

Prior to recordation of the lot merger, the development of the parcels combined shall
conform to current zoning regulations pertaining to the number of dwelling units and the
distance between detached structures. The proposed parce! shall have one dwelling unit.
One structure shall be modified or demolished to achieve the required separation
between structures and density.

Prior to recordation of the lot merger, grant deeds indicating the changes in titles of
ownership should be submitted to the Public Works Department for review and
approval.

The lot merger and grant deeds reviewed and approved by the Public Works
Department should be filed concurrently with the County Recorder and County
Assessor's Offices.
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22.

23.

24,

25.

No building permits may be issued until the appeal pericd has expired, unless
otherwise approved by the Planning Division.

Prior to issuance of the building permit for any new construction on the property, the
Planning Division shall verify recordation of the document with the County Recorder.

This approval shall expire uniess exercised within 24 months from the date of approval
as specified in Section 20.93.050 of the Newport Beach Municipal Code.

To the fullest extent permitted by law, applicant shall indemnify, defend and hold
harmless City, its City Council, its boards and commissions, officials, officers, employees,
and agenis from and against any and all claims, demands, obligations, damages,
actions, causes of action, suits, losses, judgments, fines, penalties, liabilities, costs and
expenses (inciuding without limitation, attorney’s fees, disbursements and court costs) of
every kind and nature whatsoever which may arise from or in any manner relate (directiy
or indirectly) to City’s approval of the 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard Lot Merger
including, but not limited to, Lot Merger No. LM2011-002 (PA2011-141). This
indemnification shall include, but not be limited to, damages awarded against the City, if
any, costs of suit, attorneys' fees, and other expenses incurred in connection with such
claim, action, causes of action, suit or proceeding whether incurred by applicant, City,
and/or the parties initiating or bringing such proceeding. The applicant shall indemnify
the City for all of City's costs, attorneys' fees, and damages which City incurs in enforcing
the indemnification provisions set forth in this condition. The applicant shall pay to the
City upon demand any amount owed to the City pursuant to the indemnification
requirements prescribed in this condition.



Attachment No. PC 3

City Council Minutes (January 24, 2012)



City of Newport Beach
City Council Minutes
January 24, 2012

and displayed pictures of the event. He requested that the City place a plaque at San Miguel Park-o
mewmorialize the event. City Manager Kiff stated that the item can be referred to the Parks, Beathes,
and Recreation Commission for appropriate action.

Peggy Fort, Newport Beach Restaurant Association, clavified that the association funds a portion of
Restaurant Week through assessments and listed other sources of funds.

Jim Walker, Newport Beach Restaurant Association, reported that Restaurgsit Week has taken place
for the past six years anthhas grown each year. He noted that the restdurant industry in Newport
Beach ranks first or second m. City tax revenues. He added that the ificrease in sales taxes obtained
during Restaurant Week will offagt the taxes or donations suppljed by the City. He stated that all
restaurants are invited to participate~in the event, but not all chedse to do so.

Bob Kuczewski, former Regional Director dof the U.S. Hang-Gliding and Para-Gliding Association and
President of the U.S. Hawks Hang-Gliding Agsociation, spoke in support of Mr. Grundy and My,
Colver's request.

XIV. ORAL REPORTS FROM CITY COUNCI .@l\b TTEE ACTIVITIES
Council Member Henn reported that tHe Neighborhood Revitalization Committee met on Jan'uary 12
and received an update about the Bdlboa Village Citizens’ Advisory Panel (CAP). He further discussed
the Corona del Mar Design Revie®w CAP, including details of the propvsed changes to the intersection at
MacArthur Boulevard and Cefist Highway. Additionally, he reported thaf the Balboa Village CAP met
on January 17 and reviewed Code Enforcement policy and activity in the Balthoa Village. He referenced
a presentation by one #f the panel members who recently visited Leavenworth)\Washington, which has
undergone a renaiggnce and conversion into a Bavavian Village atmosphere and ifsyas felt to be a good
example for chariging the vision at Balboa Village. He reported that the next meefing of the Balboa
Village CAP¢1ll be held on February 21 at 4:00 p.m. at the ExplorOcean Nautical Museuin_where there
will be apritem dealing with the governance of parking in the Village and economic developnispt review
for thearea. Council Member Henn also reported that the Tidelands Committee met on Jantary 18
wheére an update was presented on the Lower Bay dredging project. He indicated that the committee
started discussing the 10-year Harbor Master Plan,
XV.  PUBLIC HEARINGS
13. APPEAL - LOT MERGER NO. LM2011-002 - 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BOULEVARD
(PA2011-141). [100-2012]
Coralee Newman, Government Solutions, Inc. and representative for the applicant, addressed
redesigns and requested that the appeal be continued and sent back to the Planning
Commission so that design restrictions could be placed on the project and then considered by
Council.
City Attorney Harp inquired whether the client would be willing to waive the time limit under
Title 19, as well as the Subdivision Map Act. Ms. Newman confirmed.
City Manager Kiff noted that there will be an opportunity to make public comments at the
Planning Commission level.
Community Development Divector Brandt reported that staff is not prepared to announce
which Planning Commission meeting date this item will be reconsidered, but the item would be
noticed at the Planning Commission level as a public meeting,
Mayor Gardner opened the public hearing.
Robert Hawkins stated the issue is the merger of two lots and asked whether design conditions
Volume 60 - Page 3562
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14,

can be placed on the subdivision map that will alleviate the view problem.

City Attorney Harp reported that if the applicant wants to voluntarily put deed restrictions on
their property that would limit the size and mass, then that would be acceptable and will be
what the Planning Commission would be considering,

Discussion ensued relative to the Planning Commission's broad consideration of the item.

Jim Mosher believed that the item needs clarification and suggested continuing the item for
proper consideration of what is being requested.

Jeff DuFine wondered what deed restriction could be placed on a house that would change the
lot size. He believed that this is not about the house but rather the lot merger,

Melinda Luthin, representing many of the residents of Block 34, noted that the item must not
be detrimental to residents and must be consistent with the legislative intent of Title 19, the
(Gieneral Plan, and the Local Coastal Plan, She stated that the lots should be consistent with
the surrounding areas and not create an excessively large lot.

Clifford Jones spoke in opposition to the lot merger and expressed concerns with the delays in
the process.

Dan Purcell reported that both properties have started to deteriorate and wanted assurances
that the property owner will continue to maintain the properties,

Hearing no further testimony, Mayor Gardner closed the public hearing,

Council Member Henn requested that the item be expedited as much as possible.

Motion by Council Member Henn, seconded by Mayor Pro Tem Curry to continue this
item for the purpose of referring the matter to the Planning Commission and requesting that
the Planning Commission provide a recommendation to the City Council on the approval or
denial of the merger application based on the proposed design restrictions.

The motion carried by the following roll call vote:

Ayes: Council Member Hill, Council Member Rosansky, Mayor Pro Tem Curry, Mayor Gardner,
Council Member Selich, Council Member Henn, Council Member Daigle

NEWPORT BEACH COUNTRY CLUB (PA2005-140) - GOLF REALTY FUND - 1600-AND
1602~EAST COAST HIGHWAY - PROPOSAL FOR REDEVELOPMENT OF THE
EXISTING-PRIVATE GOLF COURSE CLUBHOUSE AND TENNIS CEUB (C-5068).
[100-2012]

Community Development Ditector Brandt provided general esimmments for Public Hearing Items
14 and 15 related to the Newport~Beach Country Cluli (NBCC). She addressed its location,
boundaries, and specific areas to be considered, ir@luding the golf course and tennis club. She
noted that the NBCC is located in a unigué statistical area with very specific land use and
vehicle trip allocations to its various sub-areas. Additionally, she stated that there are specific
policies that allow transfers of development allocations between the sub-areas. She addressed
General Plan consideratiens, displayed the General Plan Land _Use Map, project site, the
overlap between thetwo applications; and provided project summary Comparisons, entitlements
needed, and the-actions required of Council. She discussed the need for appreyal of a Mitigated
NegativePéclaration (MND) for both applications, approval of a General Plan Amendment for
the—~ewport Beach Country Club Inc. proposal, adoption of a Planned Devélepment

Volume 60 - Page 363
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Kimberly Brandt, AICP, Director
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TITLE: Appeal — Lot Merger No. LM2011-002
2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard
(PA2011-141)

ABSTRACT:

An appeal of the Planning Commission'’s decision to deny Lot Merger No. LM2011-002,
reversing the Zoning Administrator’s approval to allow the merger of portions of Lots 4,
5, and 6 of Block 34 located in Corona del Mar, more commonly known as 2808 and
2812 Ocean Boulevard, which are under common ownership for the purpose of
development of a new single-family residence. The Zoning Administrator's approval
would also have allowed a waiver of the requirement to file a parcel map. If the lot
merger is approved, future development would be required to comply with the Single-
Unit Residential (R-1) Zoning District development standards.

RECOMMENDATION:

Sustain or reverse the Planning Commission’s decision by either:

1. Adopting the draft resolution for denial (Attachment No. CC 1); or
2. Adopting the draft resolution approving Lot Merger No. LM2011-002 and waiver
of the requirement to file a parcel map (Attachment No. CC 2).

FUNDING REQUIREMENTS:
There is no fiscal impact related to this item.
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LOCATION GENERAL PLAN ZONING CURRENT USE
Single-Unit Residential Detached Single-Unit Residential f .
ON-SITE (RS-D) (R-1) Single-family residence
Single-Unit Residential Detached Single-Unit Residential . g .
NORTH (RS-D) (R-1) Single-family residence
SOUTH Parks an(tliag;zcreatmn Parks an(?ag)ecreahon Park, beach, and public restrooms
Single-Unit Residential Detached Single-Unit Residential . . .
EAST (RS-D) (R-1) Single-family residence
Single-Unit Residential Detached Single-Unit Residential . X .
WEST (RS-D) (R-1) Single-family residence
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DISCUSSION:

Project Setting and Description

The subject properties, located on the northeasterly (inland) side of Ocean Boulevard
between Goldenrod and Heliotrope Avenues, consist of portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of
Block 34, but are more easily identified as 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard. The
properties are generally rectangular in shape with skewed front property lines and slope
slightly from the rear toward Ocean Boulevard. A 20-foot-wide shared, private ingress
and egress easement at the rear of the properties allows vehicular access via Ocean
Lane. Each property is currently developed with a single-family residence. Lookout
Point and Little Corona Beach Park are located directly across Ocean Boulevard.

Block 34, Corona del Mar

The appellant, Mr. John Guida, proposes the lot merger for the purpose of developing
one new single-family residence. Table 1 provides a comparison of the total lot area of
each of the two existing properties, the property as merged, and neighboring properties
within Block 34, and those on the inland side of Ocean Boulevard, east of Heliotrope

Avenue.
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TABLE 1: LOT AREA COMPARISON

PROPERTY ' |_o'r AREA
Subject Properties, . 1 T
2808 Ocean Blvd, ? 194 sq ft
2812 Qcean Blvd. 6,499 sq ft
Proposed properly (as merged} 13,693 sq ft
‘Typical Lot Size (Corona del Mar) 3 540 sq ﬂ (30 ﬁ x 118 ﬂ) "
‘Block 34 Properties - G
| Largest (subject properiy) 7 194 sq ﬂ
Smalfiest (211 Heliotrope) 3,965 sq ft
Average area (of all fols) 5,683 sq ft
Neighboring Propertles .~ .- © .t pi o o0 win o
{Adiacent to Qcean Blvd.) oo i e
2900 Ocean Blvd. 13,326 sq it
2908 Ocean Blvd, 10,049 sq ft

Background

Zoning Administrator Hearing and Decision

On September 14, 2011, the Zoning Administrator conducted a public hearing and
reviewed the applicant’s request. Fifteen members of the public spoke opposing the
project, and a petition opposing the project signed by 29 members of the public was
presented. Also presented were copies of a private deed restriction document, which
limits the height of structures allowed on the subject and neighboring properties abutting
Ocean Boulevard and documents relating to ingress and egress easements, which
currently provide vehicular access for the subject properties via Ocean Lane. With the
exception of the applicant, all public comments were in opposition to the lot merger. The
comments expressed concerns related to possible negative impacts of the lot merger
and included: loss of public and private views, property devaluation, and the effect on
the health and welfare of the neighbors. The Zoning Administrator explained that the
City does not enforce private deed restrictions, nor has policies or ordinances that
protect private views. After considering the concerns presented, the Zoning
Administrator determined that the lot merger would not negatively impact the
neighboring area, and sufficient facts of finding were stated in the Zoning Administrator
Approval Action Lefter to support the required findings (Attachment No. CC 3). The
Zoning Administrator, therefore, approved the lot merger.

Appeal of Zoning Administrator Decision
On September 23, 2011, Mr. Clifford Jones (2800 Ocean Boulevard), Ms. Joan

Campbell (2811 Ocean Lane), and Mr. John Silva (2821 Ocean Lane} filed an appeal of
the Zoning Administrator’s decision (Attachment No. CC 4).
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Planning Commission Hearing and Decision

On October 20, 2011, the Planning Commission heard the appeal. During public
testimony, the appellants and seven members of the public spoke in opposition to the
project. Their concerns included the following. plans submitted to the City for a new,
single-family residence did not comply with the private deed restriction, which limits the
height of development on the subject properties; the loss of interior side setbacks of the
new development would eliminate the existing public and private views across the
property and result in devaluation of neighboring properties; and the alternative access
to the proposed lot via Ocean Boulevard was not feasible and would be unsafe. The
appellant, Mr. John Guida, his legal counsel, architect, construction contractor, and one
member of the public spoke in favor of the lot merger. A point was made that the
proposed project was a lot merger of the two properties, not approval of specific plans
for the property, and any future development of the two properties, separately or as
merged, must comply with the City’s required zoning and building code regulations. Mr.
Guida stated that he does not yet have final plans for the site. The previously submitted
plans have not been resubmitted by the applicant.

The Planning Commission determined that elimination of the interior lot line and its
associated three foot interior side setbacks (total of six feet) would create one large iot
that would accommodate more floor area with less required setback area than what the
Zoning Code would allow on the two separate lots, if added together (see Table 2).
They also determined that the merger would create an excessively large lot, which
would not be consistent with the pattern of development within Block 34 (see Table 1).
The Planning Commission then voted 6-1 (Kramer) to deny the lot merger application,
reversing the decision of the Zoning Administrator. The Planning Commission minutes,
resolution of denial, and staff report are provided as Attachment Nos. 5-7.

Table 2: Development Standards

2808 Ocean Blvd. | 2812 Ocean Blvd. Total Proposed Property Difference
Properly "A” Proparty “B" {"A” +"B7) {as merged)
Lol Area 7,194 sq ft 6,499 sg ft 13,693 s5q ft Same
Seg.?gﬂ‘s' 20 ft 20 ft same 20 ft same
Rear 10ft‘ 10ft. same 1()!!' same
Sides 3 ft per side 3 ft per side 3 ft per side 4 ft per side +_1 ft per side/
-6 ft interior setbacks
Total Sq Ft of
Setback Areas: 2,432 sqft 2,332 sqft 4764 sq ft 3,647 sqft 1,117 sq ft
{23.4% decrease)
Total Buildable
ot el 4,762 sq ft 4,167 sq f 8,929 sqft 10,046 sq f st
setbacks) (12.5% increase)
Fioor Area Aliowed
(1.5 x buildable 7143 sq ft 6,251 sq ft 13,394 s ft 15,069 sq ft +1,675sqft
area) (12.5% increase)
Height 24 ft/29 ft 24 /29 ft 24 V29 fi 24 129 ft 24 #/29 ft
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Appeal of the Planning Commission Decision

On October 27, 2011, Mr. John Guida filed an appeal of the Planning Commission’s
action (Attachment No. CC 8).

Pursuant to Section 20.64.030 of the Zoning Code, a public hearing on an appeal is
conducted “de novo.” The City Council is not bound by the Planning Commission’s prior
decision, and also is not limited to the issues raised on appeal. On review, the Cily
Council may affirm, reverse, or modify the decision of the Planning Commission. The
City Council may also adopt additional conditions of approval that may address issues
or concerns other than those that were the basis of the appeal.

Alternatives:

1. If the City Council finds the facts do not support the findings required to grant
approval of the application, the City Council should adopt the draft resolution
(Attachment No. CC 1) upholding the decision of the Planning Commission and
denying the proposed lot merger.

2. If the City Council finds there are findings of fact to support the findings required
to grant approval of the application, the City Council should adopt the draft
resolution (Attachment No. CC 2) reversing the decision of the Planning
Commission and approving the proposed lot merger.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:

Should City Council uphold the decision of the Planning Commission and deny this
project. Pursuant to Section 15270 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
Guidelines, projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves are not subject to CEQA
review.

Should City Council reverse the decision of the Planning Commission and approve this
project, staff recommends the City Council find this project exempt from CEQA, pursuant
to Section 15305 (Class 5 - Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations) of the Implementing
Guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA}, because it has no potential
to have a significant effect on the environment. Class 5 exempts projects which consist of
minor alterations in land use limitations in areas with an average slope of less than twenty
(20%) percent, which do not result in any changes in land use or density, including minor
lot line adjustments not resulting in the creation of any new parcel. This project is
consistent with these requirements.

NOTICING:

Notice of this hearing was published in the Daily Pilot, mailed to property owners within
300 feet of the property {excluding roads and waterways) and posted at the site a
minimum of 10 days in advance of this hearing consistent with the Municipal Code.
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Finally, the item appeared upon the agenda for this meeting, which was posted at City
Hall and on the city website.

Submitted by:

Kimberly Brandt,
Community Development Director

Attachment Nos:

CC 1 Draft Resolution — To Uphold and Deny

CC 2 Draft Resolution — To Reverse and Approve
CC 3 Zoning Administrator Approval Action Letter
CC 4 Appeal of Zoning Administrator Approval
CC 5 Planning Commission Minutes

CC 6 Planning Commission Resolution

CC 7 Planning Commission Staff Report

CC 8 Appeal of Planning Commission Denial
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RESOLUTION NO. ##HR!

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNGIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWPORT BEACH UPHOLDING THE DECISION OF THE
PLANNING COMMISSION AND DENYING LOT MERGER NO.
LM2011-002 TO MERGE THE FOLLOWING PROPERTIES,
UNDER COMMON OWNERSHIP; PORTIONS OF LOTS 4, 5,
AND 8 OF BLOCK 34 LOCATED IN CORONA DEL MAR
(PA2011-141).

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH HEREBY FINDS AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. STATEMENT OF FACTS.

1.

&

An application was filed by the John Guida Trust and the Julie Guida Trust, with respect
to properties located at 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard, and legally described as
Portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of Block 34 of Corona del Mar requesting approval of a lot
merger.

The applicants propose a lot merger for the foliowing property under common
ownership: portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of Block 34 located in Corona del Mar, Also
included in the application is a request to waive the requirement to file a parcel map,

The subject property is located within the Single-Unit Residential (R-1) Zoning District
and the General Plan Land Use Element category is Single-Unit Residential Detached
(RS-D).

The subject property is located within the coastal zone. The Coastal Land Use Plan
category is Single-Unit Residential Detached {(RSD-B).

A public hearing was held by the Zoning Administrator on September 14, 2011, in the
City Hall Council Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. A
notice of time, place and purpose of the meeting was given in accordance with the
Newport Beach Municipal Code. Evidence, both wiitten and oral, was presented to,
and considered by, the Zoning Administrator at this meeting.

Based on the facts of finding for approval and subject to the conditions of approval in
the Zoning Administrator Action Letter, the Zoning Administrator approved the
proposed lot merger application.

On September 23, 2011, the Zoning Administrator’s decision to approve Lot Merger
No. LM2011-022 was appealed by Mr. Clifford Jones (2800 Ocean Boulevard), Ms.
Joan Campbell (2811 Ocean Lane), and Mr. John Silva (2821 Ocean Lane).

A public hearing was held by the Planning Commission on October 20, 2011, in the City
Hall Council Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. The
Planning Commission considered evidence, both written and oral presented at this
meeting. A notice of time, place and purpose of the meeting was given in accordance

11
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with the Newport Beach Municipal Code. Evidence, both written and oral, was
presented to, and considered by, the Planning Commission at this meeting.

9. The Planning Commission determined findings for approval could not be made and
reversed the decision for approval of the Zoning Administrator.

10.  On October 27, 2011, Mr. John Guida filed an appeal of the Planning Commission’s
action.

11. A public hearing was held by the City Council on January 24, 2012, in the City Hail
Council Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. The City
Council considered evidence both written and oral presented at this meeting. A notice
of time, place and purpose of the meeting was given in accordance with the Newport
Beach Municipal Code,

SECTION 2, CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT DETERMINATION.

Pursuant to Section 15270 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines,
projects which a public agency rejects or disapproves are not subject to CEQA review.

SECTION 3. FINDINGS

The City Council may approve a lot merger application only after making each of the required
findings set forth in Section 19.68.030.H of Title 19 (Subdivision Code: Lot Mergers, Required
Findings). In this case, the Planning Commission denied the lot merger application and
reversed the approval of the Zoning Administrator based on the following findings:

FINDINGS

Al The lot merger would allow development that is incompatible with the size and mass of
structures on neighboring properties within Block 34. The removal of the interior lot line
would eliminate the interior side setback (three feet) on each properly, create a
buildable area greater than currently exists on the two separate lots, and eliminate the
open space that the interior side setbacks currently provide.

B. The lot merger would create a lot size and configuration, which is inconsistent with the
development pattern of the subject properties and surrounding lots within Block 34.

SECTION 4. DECISION.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:
1. The City Councll of the City of Newport Beach hereby denies Lot Merger No. LM2011-

022 (PA2011-141), which includes a request to waive the requirement to file a parcel
map, and upholds the decision of the Planning Commission.

Tmplt: 0308/11
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2. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption by the City Council, and
the City Clerk shali certify the vote adopting the resolution.

3. This decision was based on the particuars of the individual case and does not in and

of itself or in combination with other decisions in the vicinity or Citywide constitute a
precedent for future decisions.

4, This resolution was approved, passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the City
Council of the City of Newport Beach, held on the 24th day of January, 2012, by the
following vote, to wit:

AYES, COUNCIL MEMBERS

NOES, COUNCIL MEMBERS

ABSENT COUNCIL MEMBERS

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

Traplt: 63/08/41
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Draft Resolution - To Reverse and Approve
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RESOLUTION NO. #HHH#

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWPORT BEACH REVERSING THE DECISION OF THE
PLANNING COMMISSION AND APPROVING LOT MERGER NO.
LLM2011-002 TO MERGE THE FOLLOWING PROPERTIES,
UNDER COMMON OWNERSHIP: PORTIONS OF LOTS 4, 5,
AND 6 OF BLOCK 34 LOCATED IN CORONA DEL MAR, MORE
COMMONLY KNOWN AS 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BOULEVARD
(PA2011-141).

THE CITY COUNCIL. OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH HEREBY FINDS AS FOLLOWS:
SECTION 1. STATEMENT OF FACTS.

1. An application was filed by the John Guida Trust and the Julie Guida Trust, with respect
to properties located at 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard, and legally described as
Portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of Block 34 of Corona del Mar requesting approval of a lot
merger.

2. The applicants propose a lot merger for the following property under common
ownership: portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of Block 34 located in Corona del Mar. Also
included in the application is a request to waive the requirement to file a parcel map.

3. The subject property is located within the Single-Unit Residential (R-1) Zoning District
and the General Plan Land Use Element category is Single-Unit Residential Detached
(RS-D).

4, The subject property is located within the coastal zone. The Coastal Land Use Plan
category is Single-Unit Residential Detached (RSD-B).

&

A public hearing was held by the Zoning Administrator on September 14, 2011, in the
City Hall Council Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. A
notice of time, place and purpose of the meeting was given in accordance with the
Newport Beach Municipal Code. Evidence, both written and oral, was presented to,
and considered by, the Zoning Administrator at this meeting.

6. Based on the facts of finding for approval and subject to the conditions of approval in
the Zoning Administrator Action Letter, the Zoning Administrator approved the
proposed lot merger application.

7. On September 23, 2011, the Zoning Administrator's decision to approve Lot Merger
No. LM2011-022 was appealed by Mr. Clifford Jones {2800 Ocean Boulevard), Ms.
Joan Campbell (2811 Ocean Lane), and Mr. John Silva (2821 Ocean Lane).

8. A public hearing was held by the Planning Commission on October 20, 2011, in the City

Hall Council Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. The
Planning Commission considered evidence, both written and oral presented at this
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meeting. A notice of time, place and purpose of the meeting was given in accordance
with the Newport Beach Municipal Code. Evidence, both written and oral, was
presented to, and considered by, the Planning Commission at this meeting.

9. The Planning Commission determined that the required findings for approval could not
be made and reversed the decision for approval of the Zoning Administrator.

10.  On October 27, 2011, Mr. John Guida filed an appeal of the Planning Commission's
action,

11. A public hearing was held by the City Council on January 24, 2012, in the City Hall
Council Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevaird, Newport Beach, California. The City
Council considered evidence both written and oral presented at this meeting. A notice
of time, place and purpose of the meeting was given in accordance with the Newport
Beach Municipal Code.

SECTION 2. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT DETERMINATION.

1. This project has been determined to be categorically exempt under the requirements
of the California Environmental Quality Act under Class 15305 (Class 5 Minor
Alterations in Land Use limitations).

2. Class 5 consists of projects with minor alterations in land use limitations in areas with
an average slope of less than 20 percent, which do not result in any changes to land
use or density, including minor lot line adjustments not resuiting in the creation of any
new parcel. This project is consistent with these requirements.

SECTION 3. REQUIRED FINDINGS.

In accordance with Section 19.68.030.H of Title 19 (Subdivision Gode: Lot Mergers, Required
Findings) of the Newport Beach Municipal Code, the following findings and facts in support of
such findings are set forth:

Finding

A Approval of the merger will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be
detrimental to the health, safely, peace, comfort and general welfare of persons
residing or working in the neighborhood of such proposed use or be delrimental or
injurious to property and improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of
the Cily, and further that the proposed lot merger is consistent with the legislative
intent of Title 19.

18



City Council Resolution No. ___
Page 3 of 7

Facts in Support of the Finding:

A-1.  The future development on the proposed parcel will comply with the Zoning Code
development standards.

A-2.  The proposed merger will not cause future development to impact public views of the
ocean as no public view presently exists,

A-3.  The project site described in the proposal consists of legal building sites.

A-4. The lot merger to combine the existing legal lots by removing the interior lot lines
between them will not result in the creation of additional parcels,

A-5.  The project is in an area with an average slope less than 20 percent and no changes
in use or density will occur as a result of the merger.

Finding
B. The lots to be merged are under common fee ownership at the time of the merger.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

B-1.  The portions of lots 4, 5, and 6 to be merged are under common ownership.

Finding

C. The lots as merged will be consistent or will be more closely compatible with the
applicable zoning regulations and will be consistent with other regufations relating fo
the subject property including, but not limited to, the General Plan and any applicable
Coastal Plan or Specific Plan.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

C-1. The previously existing single-unit dwellings located on the subject sites will be
demolished, and the proposed lot would be redeveloped with a new single-unit dwelling.
Section 20.18.030 of the Zoning Code establishes minimum lot area and width
requirements. Each of the {wo existing lots meet the minimum lot area required, but do
not meet the minimum ot width required (50 feet). The proposed merger of the lots would
create one lot which would comply with the minimum lot width and lot area standards
required by the Zoning Code.

C-2. The Land Use Element of the General Plan designates the subject site as Single-Unit
Residential Detached (RS-D), which is intended to provide primarily for single-family
residential units on a single legal lot and does not include condominiums or cooperative
housing. The Coastal Land Use Plan designates this site as Singie-Unit Residential
Detached (RSD-B) which provides for density ranges from 6.0-9.9 DU/AC. The existing
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development and pioposed development of a single-unit dwelling on the site are
consistent with these designations.

Finding

D. Neither the lots as merged nor adjoining parcels will be deprived of legal access as a
result of the merger.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

D-1.  Vehicular access to and from the subject site and adjacent properties is available via an
ingress and egress easement at the rear of the site. Should the Ingress and egress
easement be terminated, vehicular access is possible from Ocean Boulevard at the front
of the existing or merged parcels. :

Finding

E. The lots as merged will be consistent with the surrounding pattern of development and
will not create an excessively large lot that is not compatible with the surrounding
development.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

E-1. Corona del Mar consists of lots of varying shapes and sizes. The subject lots, as merged,
will resuit in a parcel with a width of 80 feet and area of 13,678 square feet. Other nearby
lots on Qcean Boulevard have lot widths as wide as 73 feet and area as large as 13,325
square feef. The merger of the two lots it will not create an excessively large lot in
comparison to many of the existing lots in the surrounding area.

E-2.  Development within the R-1 Zoning District can have a maximum floor area 1.5 times the
buildable area of the lot. The proposed parcel will not be developed beyond this
maximum square footage, and will be developed consistent with the surrounding
development.

Finding

F. That the proposed division of land complies with requirements as lo area,
improvement and design, flood walter drainage control, appropriate improved public
roads and properly access, sanitary disposal facifities, water supply availability,
environmental protection, and other applicable requirements of this title, the Zoning
Code, the General Plan, and any applicable Coastal Plan or Specific Plan.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

F-1. The existing lots currently comply with the design standards and improvements required
by the Zoning Code, General Plan, and Coastal Land Use Plan.
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F-2.  The proposed lot merger combines the lot portions into a single parcel of land and does
not result in the elimination of more than three lot portions.

F-3.  Approval of the proposed lot merger would remove the existing interior lot lines, and
allow the property to be redeveloped as a singie site. The land use, density, and intensity
would remain the same. The proposed lot would comply with all design standards and
improvements required for new subdivisions by Title 19, the Zoning Code, General Plan,
and Coastal Land Use Plan.

SECTION 4. DECISION.

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH DOES
HEREBY RESOLVE TO:

1. Approve Lot Merger No. LM2011-002 and waiver of the requirement to file a parcel
map for properly, under common ownership, consisting of portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6
of Block 34 located in Corona del Mar, and reversing the decision of the Planning
Commission, and subject to the conditions set forth in Exhibit A, which is altached
hereto and incorporated by reference.

2. This resolution shall take effect immediately upon its adoption by the City Council, and
the City Clerk shall cerlify the vote adopting the resolution.

3. This approval was based on the particulars of the individual case and does not in and
of itself or in combination with other approvals in the vicinity or Citywide constitute a
precedent for future approvals or decisions.

4. This resolution was approved, passed and adopted at a regular meeting of the City

Council of the Cily of Newport Beach, held on the 24th day of January, 2012, by the
following vote, to wit:

AYES, COUNCIL MEMBERS

NOES, COUNCIL MEMBERS

ABSENT COUNCIL MEMBERS

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CiITY CLERK
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ot

10.

11.
12.

13.

EXHIBIT "A”"
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

The design of the development shall not conflict with any easements acquired by the
public at large for access through or use of properly within the proposed development.

All improvements shall be constructed as required by Ordinance and the Public Works
Department.

The existing broken and/or otherwise damaged concrete sidewalk panels along the
Ocean Botllevard frontage shall be reconstructed. Limits of the reconstruction shall be
determined by the City Public Works Inspector.

All existing drainage facilities in the public right-of-way, including the existing curb
drains along Ocean Boulevard, shall be retrofitted to comply with the City’s on-site,
non-storm runoff retention requirements.

All on-site drainage shall comply with the latest City Water Quality requirements,

All existing private, non-standard improvements within the public right-of-way and/or
extensions of private, non-standard improvements into the public right-of-way fronting
the development site shail be removed.

New sod or low groundcovers, as approved by the City, shall be installed within the
parkway fronting the development site along Ocean Boulevard,

An encroachment permit is required for ali work activities within the public right-of-way.

All improvements shall comply with the City's sight distance requirement. See City
Standard 110-L.

The existing sewer lateral to be used for the future dwelling unit shall have a sewer
cleanout installed within the utilities easement per STD-406-L. All cther laterais to be
abandoned shall be capped at the property line.

Ail unused water services to be abandoned shall be capped at the corporation stop.
in case of damage done to public improvements surrounding the development site by
the private construction, additional reconstruction within the public right-of-way could

be required at the discretion of the Public Works Inspector.

All applicable Public Works Department plan check fees shall be paid prior {o review of
the lot merger and grant deeds.
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Prior to recordation of the lot merger, grant deeds indicating any changes in titles of
ownership should be submilted to the Public Works Department for review and

approvai.

The lot merger and grant deeds reviewed and approved by the Public Works
Department should be filed concurrently with the County Recorder and County
Assessor’'s Offices.

No building permits may be issued until the appeal period has expired, unless
otherwise approved by the Planning Division.

Prior to issuance of the building permit for any new construction on the property, the
Planning Division shall verify recordation of the document with the County Recorder.

This approval shall expire unless exercised within 24 months from the date of approval
as specified in Section 20.93.050 of the Newport Beach Municipal Code.

To the fullest extent permitted by law, applicant shall indemnify, defend and hold
harmless City, its City Councll, its boards and commissions, officials, officers, employees,
and agents from and against any and all claims, demands, obligations, damages,
actions, causes of action, suils, losses, judgments, fines, penallies, liabilties, costs and
expenses (including without limitation, attorney’s fees, disbursements and court costs) of
every kind and nature whatsoever which may arise from or in any manner relate (directly
or indirectly} to City's approval of the 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard Lot Merger
including, but not limited to, Lot Merger No. LN2011-002 (PA2011-141). This
indemnification shall include, but not be limited to, damages awarded against the City, if
any, costs of suit, attorneys' fees, and other expenses incurred in connection with such
claim, action, causes of action, suit or proceeding whether incurred by applicant, City,
and/or the parties initiating or bringing such proceeding. The applicant shall indemnify
the City for all of City's costs, attorneys' fees, and damages which City incurs in enforcing
the indemnification provisions set forth in this condition. The applicant shall pay to the
City upon demand any amount owed toc the City pursuant to the indemnification
requirements prescribed in this condition.
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

\ PLANNING DIVISION

|58 3300 Newport Boulevard, Building C, Newport Beach, CA 92663

(949) 644-3200 Fax: (949) 644-3229
www.newportbeachca.gov

NOTICE OF ZONING ADMINISTRATOR ACTION

September 14, 2011

The John Guida Trust and The Julie Guida Trust
1335 S. Prairie Avenue #2001
Chicago, IL 60605

Application No. Lot Merger No. LM2011-002 (PA2011-141)

Site Address 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard
2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard Lot Merger

On September 14, 2011, the above referenced application was approved based on the
findings and conditions in the attached action letter.

By: s e
Jaime Murillo, Zoning Administrator

JM/ks

APPEAL PERIOD: Lot merger applications do not become effective until 10 days
following the date of action. Prior to the effective date the applicant or any interested party
may appeal the decision of the Zoning Administrator to the Planning Commission by
submitting a written appeal application to the Community Development Director. For
additional information on filing an appeal, contact the Planning Division at 949 644-3200.

CC:

Todd Skenderian
1100 South Coast Highway Suite 316
Laguna Beach, CA 92651

Tmplt:07/06/11
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

PLANNING DIVISION
3300 Newport Boulevard, Building C, Newport Beach, CA 92663
(949) 644-3200 Fax: (949) 644-3229

MV www.newportbeachca.gov
ZONING ADMINISTRATOR ACTION LETTER
Application No. Lot Merger No. LM2011-002 (PA2011-141)
Applicant The John Guida Trust and The Julie Guida Trust
Site Address 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard

2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard Lot Merger

Legal Description Portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6, Blk 34 of Corona del Mar

On September 14, 2011, the Zoning Administrator approved the following: a lot merger
for the following property, under common ownership: portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of Block
34 located in Corona del Mar. Also included in the application is a request to waive the
requirement to file a parcel map. The property is located in the R-1 (Single-Unit
Residential) District. The Zoning Administrator's approval is based on the following
findings and subject to the following conditions.

Findings

A.

A-1.

Finding: The proposed project is in conformance with the California
Environmental Quality Act.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

The project qualifies for an exemption from environmental review pursuant to
Section 15305 (Class 5 Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations) of the
Implementing Guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
which consists of projects with minor alterations in land use limitations in areas
with an average slope of less than 20 percent, which do not result in any
changes in land use or density, including minor lot line adjustments not resulting
in the creation of any new parcel. This project is consistent with these
requirements.

Finding: Approval of the merger will not, under the circumstances of this
particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort and general
welfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood of such proposed use
or be detrimental or injurious to property and improvements in the neighborhood
or the general welfare of the City, and further that the proposed lot merger is
consistent with the legislative intent of Title 19.
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D-1.

2808 & 2812 O. .n Boulevard Lot Merger
September 14, 2011
Page 2

Facts in Support of the Finding:

The future developiment on the proposed parce! will comply with the Zoning Code
development standards.

The proposed merger will not cause future development to impact public views of
the ocean as no public view presently exists.

The project site described in the proposal consists of legal building sites.

The lot merger to combine the existing legal iots by removing the interior lot lines
between them will not result in the creation of additional parcels.

The project is in an area with an average slope less than 20 percent and no
changes in use or density will ocour as a result of the merger.

Finding: The lofs to be merged are under common foe ownership at the time of
the merger.

Facts in Support of the Finding:
The portions of lots 4,5, and 6 to be merged are under common ownership.

Finding: The lots as merged will be consistent or will be more closely compatible
with the applicable zoning regulations and will be consistent with other
regulations relating to the subject property including, but not limited to, the
General Plan and any applicable Coastal Plan or Specific Plan.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

The previously existing single-unit dwellings located on the subject sites will be
demolished, and the proposed lot would be redeveloped with a new single-unit
dwelling. Section 20.18.030 of the Zoning Code establishes minimum lot area and
width requirements. Each of the two existing lots meet the minimum lot area
required, but do not meset the minimum [ot width required (50 feet). The proposed
merger of the lots would create one lot which would comply with the minimum ot
width and lot area standards required by the Zoning Code.

The Land Use Element of the General Plan designates the subject site as Single-
Unit Residential Detached (RS-D), which is intended to provide primarily for single-
family residential units on a single legal ot and does not include condominiums or
cooperative housing. The Goastal Land Use Plan designates this site as Single Unit
Residential Detached (RSD-B) which provides for densily ranges from 6.0-0.9
DU/AC. The existing development and proposed development of a single-unit
dwelling on the site are consistent with these designations.

FAUsers\PLN\Shared\PA'S\PAS - 201 1NPA2011-141\L.M2011-002 Actn Litr.doc

Tmgpll: 04/18/11
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F-1.

2808 & 2812 O .n Boulevard Lot Merger
September 14, 2011
Page 3

Finding: Neither the lots as merged nor adjoining parcels will be deprived of
legal access as a result of the merger.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

Vehicular access to and from the subject site and adjacent properties would remain
the same via an alley and an ingress and egress easement at the rear of the site.

Finding: The lots as merged will be consistent with the surrounding pattern of
development and will not create an excessively large fof that is not compatible
with the surrounding development.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

Corona del Mar consists of lots of varying shapes and sizes.The subject lots, as
merged, will result In a parcel with a width of 80 feet and area of 13,678 square
feet. Other nearby lots on Ocean Boulevard have lot widths as wide as 73 feet and
area as large as 13,325 square fest. The merger of the two lots it will not create an
excessively large lot in comparison to many of the existing lots in the surrounding
area.

Development within the R-1 Zoning District can have a maximum floor area 1.5
times the buildable area of the Jot. The proposed parcel will not be developed
beyond this maximum square footage, and will be developed consistent with the
surrounding development.

In accordance with Section 19.08.030 of the Municipal Code (Waiver of Concurrent Parcel
Map), the Zoning administrator approved a waiver of the parcel map requirement since no
more than three parcels are eliminated. '

G.

G-1.

G-3.

Finding: That the proposed division of land complies with requirements as to
area, improvement and design, flood water drainage control, approptiate
improved public roads and properly access, sanitary disposal facilities, water
supply availability, environmental protection, and other applicable requirements
of this title, the Zoning Code, the General Plan, and any applicable Coastal Plan
or Specific Plan.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

The existing lots currently comply with the design standards and improvements
required by the Zoning Code, General Plan, and Coastal Land Use Plan.

The proposed lot merger combines the lot portions into a single parcel of land and
does not resuit in the elimination of more than three lot portions.

Approval of the proposed lot merger would remove the existing interior lot lines, and
allow the properly to be redeveloped as a single site. The land use, density, and

Fi\Usars\PLN\Shared\PA’s\PAs - 201 1WA201 1-141\LM2011-002 Acin Lilr.doc

Tisple: 4718711



2808 & 2812 O. .n Boulevard Lot Merger
September 14, 2011
Page 4

intensity would remain the same. The proposed lot would comply with all design
standards and improvements required for new subdivisions by Title 19, the Zoning
Code, General Plan, and Coastal Land Use Plan.

Conditions

1.

The design of the development shall not conflict with any easements acquired by
the public at large for access through or use of property within the proposed
development.

2. All improvements shall be constructed as required by Ordinance and the Public
Works Department,

3. The existing broken andfor otherwise damaged concrete sidewalk panels along
the Ocean Boulevard frontage shall be reconstructed. Limits of the reconstruction
shall be determined by the City Public Works Inspector.

4. All existing drainage facilities in the public right-of-way, including the existing curb
drains along Ocean Boulevard, shall be retrofitted to comply with the City's on-
site, non-storm runoff retention requirements.

5, All on-site drainage shall comply with the latest City Water Qualily reguirements.

6. All existing private, non-standard improvements within the public right-of-way
andfor extensions of private, non-standard improvements into the public right-of-
way fronting the development site shall be removed.

7. New sod or low groundcovers, as approved by the City, shall be installed within
the parkway fronting the development site along Ocean Boulevard.

8. An encroachment permit is required for all work activities within the public right-
of-way.

9. All improvements shall comply with the City's sight distance requirement. See
City Standard 110-l..

10.  The existing ingress and egress and utilities easements shall be maintained.

11.  The existing sewer lateral to be used for the future dwelling unit shall have a
sewer cleanout installed within the ulilities easement per STD-406-L. All other
laterals to be abandoned shall be capped at the property line.

12. Al unused water services to be ahandoned shall be capped at the corporation
stop.

F:WUsors\PLN\Shared\PA's\PAs - 201 1WA2011-141ILM2011-002 Actn Ltir.dec

Fplt: B4718/11
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13.

14.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

2808 & 2812 G. .n Boulevard Lot Merger
September 14, 2011
Page 5

In case of damage done to public improvements surrounding the development
site by the private construction, additional reconstruction within the public right-
of-way could be required at the discretion of the Public Works inspector.

All applicable Public Works Department plan check fees shall be paid prior to
review of the lot merger and grant deeds.

Prior to recordation of the lot merger, the development of the parcels combined
shall conform to current zoning regulations pertaining to the number of dwelling
units and the distance between detached structures. The proposed parcel shall
have one dwelling unit. One structure shall be modified or demolished to achieve
the required separation between struclures and density,

Prior o recordation of the lot merger, grant deeds indicating the changes in titles
of ownership should he submitted to the Public Works Department for review and
approval,

The lot merger and grant deeds reviewed and approved by the Public Works
Department should be filed concurrently with the County Recorder and County
Assessor's Offices.

No building permits may be issued until the appeal period has expired, unless
otherwise approved by the Planning Division.

Prior to issuance of the building permit for any new construction on the property,
the Planning Division shall verify recordation of the document with the County
Recorder.

This approval shall expire unless exercised within 24 months from the date of
approval as specified in Section 20,93.050 of the Newport Beach Municipal
Code,

To the fullest extent permitted by law, applicant shall indemnify, defend and hold
harmless Cily, its City Council, its boards and commissions, officials, officers,
employees, and agents from and against any and all claims, demands, obligations,
damages, actions, causes of action, suils, losses, judgments, fines, penalties,
liabilities, costs and expenses- (including without limitation, attorney’'s fees,
disbursements and court costs) of every kind and nature whatsoever which may
arise from or in any manner relate (directly or indirectly) to City’s approval of the
2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard Lot Merger including, but not limited to, Lot
Merger No. LVI2011-002 (PA2011-141). This indemnification shall include, but not
be limited to, damages awarded against the City, if any, costs of suit, attorneys'
fees, and other expenses incurred in connection with stuch claim, action, causes of
action, suit or proceeding whether incurred by applicant, City, and/or the parties
initiating or bringing such proceeding. The applicant shall indemnify the City for all
of City's costs, altorneys' fees, and damages which Cily incurs in enforcing the
indemnification provisions set forth in this condition. The applicant shall pay to the

FiiUsers\iPLN\Shared\PA's\PAs - 201 1\/PA2011-141\LM2011-002 Acln Litr.doe

Tmph: 04/18/11
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2808 & 2812 O. .n Boulevard Lot Merger
September 14, 2011
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City upon demand any amount owed to the City pursuant to the indemnification
requirements prescribed in this condition.

PUBLIC NOTICE

Notice of this application was mailed to all owners of property within 300 feet of the
boundaries of the site (excluding intervening rights-of-way and waterways) including the
applicant and posted on the subject property at least 10 days prior to the decision date,
consistent with the provisions of the Municipal Code.

APPEAL PERIOD: Lot Merger applications do not become effective until 10 days
following the date of action. Prior to the effective date the applicant or any interested party
may appeal the decision of the Zoning Administrator to the Planning Commission by
submitting a written appeal application to the Community Development Director. For
additional information on filing an appeal, contact the Planning Division at (949) 644-3200.

By: \/«fé’%
Jaime Murillo, Zoning Administrator

JMKks

Attachments: ZA 1 Vicinity Map
ZA 2 Lot Merger Map

FAUsers\PLN\Shared\PA's\PAs - 201 1\PA2011-141WL.M2011-002 Actn Lttr.doc
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Vicinity Map
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Lot Merger N

2808 & 2812 O. .n Boulevard Lot Merger
September 14, 2011
Page 7

i ey

oy o ) il 4
0. LM2011-002

PA2011-141
2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard

F:\Users\PLN\Shared\PA's\PAs - 2011\PA2011-141\LM2011-002 Actn Litr.doc
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Lot Merger Map
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EXHIBIT "A
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH
LOT MERGER No, IM_ A1 _—
{tegal Deseription)

Existing Parcels Proposed Parcels

Owners AP Number Reference Nurber
PARCEL 1

THE JOHN GUIDA TRUST, DATED 9/17/2010, AS TRUSTEE 052--061-26 0.314 AC (gross)
iHE JULIE GUIDA TRUST, DATED 9/17/2010, AS TRUSTEE 052--061--25 0.296 AC (net)

SHEET 1 OF 1
PARCEL 1

In the City of Newport Beach, County of Orange, State of Callfornia being all of Lots 4 through 6 in Block 34 of the
Re-Subdivision of Corona Det ar, as per map recorded In Book 4, Page 67, of Miscellaneous Maps in the Office of
the County Recorder of sald Orange County.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM the Northeasterly 96.00 feet thereof.

ALSO EXCEPTING THEREFROM the Southeasterly 10.00 feet of said Lol 4.

Contalning 0.314 Acres (13,697 sq. fl.), more or less,

All as shown on Exhiblt '8' attached hereto and by this reference macde a parl nereof.

SUBJECT TO EASEMENTS, COVENANTS, CONDITIONS, RESTRICTIONS, RESERVATIONS, RIGHTS,
RIGHTS OF WAY, AND OTHER MATTERS OF RECORD, IF ANY.

APPROVED BY:

{1 Planning Director - Zoning Administrator
0 Planning Commission {1 City Council

(1 As Submitted 0 As Modified

Refer to. f Resolufion © Approval Lelter

i of Pgs Approved: Date: / !
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EXHIBIY B
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH

LOT MERGER No, LM_Al_— —
7 (Mop)
) Existing Parcels Proposed Parcels
. Owners AP Elumber Refeﬂence Number
: PARCEL 1
THE JOHN GUIDA TRUST, DATED 9/17/2010, AS TRUSTEE 05206126 0.314 AC (gross)
THE JULIE GUIDA TRUST, DATED 9/17/2010, AS TRUSTEE 052-061-25 0.296 AC (net)

SCALE: 17=50 SEE PAGE 2 OF EXHIBIT '8' FOR | SHEET 1 OF 2
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EXHIBIT B
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH
LOT MERGER No. LM_A1l_—_ ..

(Map) _
_ Existing Parcels Proposed Parcels
Owners AP Number Reference Number
) PARCEL 1
THE JOHN GUIDA TRUST, DATED 9/17/2010, AS TRUSTEE 052-061-26 0.314 AC (gross)
THE JULIE GUIDA TRUST, DATED 9/17/2010, AS TRUSTEE 052-061-25 0.296 AC (net)

Pe @

SHEET 2 OF 2

EASEMENT NOTL,

A4 EASEMENT FOR iNGRESS AND CGRESS, PIPE LIMES, POLE LINES AND OTHER PUBLIC
UTILITIES FOR FHE BENEFFT OF AND TO BE USED IN COMMON BY THE OWNERS OF LANMD N
LGTS 3, 4, 5 & 6 OF BLOCK 34 AS RECORDED ON MAY 11, 1951 IN BOOK 2187, PAGE 233
& BOOK 2187, PAGE 235, BOTH OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

10° WIDE EASEMENT FOR SEWER PURPOSES RECORDED IN BOOK 2165, PAGE 614 OF OFFICIAL
RECORDS, AS SHOWN ON PARCEL MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 65, PAGE 21 OF PARCEL MAPS.

10" WIDE EASEMENT FOR SEWER PURPOSES RECORDED IN BOOK 2165, PAGE 811 OF OFFICIAL
RECORDS, AS SHOWN OM PARCEL MAP RECORDED N BOOK 65, PAGE 21 OF PARCEL MAPS,

SURVEYOR'S NOTE:

A PORTION OF THE LAND INCLUDED WITHIN THIS LOT MERGER AS DESCRIBED N PARCEL
2 OF THE LATEST GRANT DEEO RECORDED ON DECEMBER 20, 2010 AS INSTRUMENT No,
2010000708142 O.R. AGREES WITH THE LAND SHOWN AS PARCEL 1 OF A PARCEL MAP
RECORDED ON DECEMBER 5, 1874 IN BOOK 65, PAGE 21 OF PARCEL MAPS.
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EAFIBIL O
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH
LOT MERGER No, LM_ A1 _
(Site Mop)

. Existing Parcels Proposed Parcels
Owners , AP Number Reference Number
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Appeal of Zoning Administrator Approval
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5-Gep-2011 1042 AM Clty of Newport Beach 949.644-3220
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Appeal Application

Cormunity Dovelopmant Deparimant

L
Planning Divislon Faa Racoivad;__ vff,,&:gw:gm::w
3300 Newport Bollevard, Newport Beuch, GA 92003 S -
Al roppiit (149)844-3204 Talaphona | (940)844.3229 Facsimilo Recalved by &} / <

T wwowportheachoa ooy
Applleatlon to appeal the daclalon of the; & Zoning Administrator
£1 Planning Dlrector
{71 Hesring Ofifosr

Appettant Information:
Name(s) _CUA\CFCAD TRmES Jops COAMNE Bete
Address: A0 OCeks) 17-V.0 ZHU, 2820 OCEah kS L ANE
City/State/Zip: _CeS 2 conipd DEL. 2] A, Al Lo 2t e
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Appealing Application Rogarding:

Tt LU DA TRULST | | o
Name of Applioant. JWILIE Geurop TRUST Deato of Recislon: T 14, 20101
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Along with application, pleass aubimnlt the followlng:

o Twolve (12) 11x17 gets of the project plans

o One sot of malilng labels (Avery G960) for propeily owners within 800 ft. radius of subjact propeity

o [+ Camplell
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We do not teel the findings referred to “B-findings, E-findings” have been adequately
addressed. The findings were as follows:

Approval of the merger will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort and peneral welfare of persons residing
or working in the neighborhood of such proposed use or be detrimental or injurious to
property and improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the City, and
further that the proposed lot merger is consistent with the legisfative intent of Title 19,
Neither the lots as merged nor adjoining parcels witl be deprived of legal access as a
result of the merger. (Easement)

By the City alowing the infer lot lings to be remnoved by the lot merger, the City has
(according to the formula for the deed restriction on each lot) given him the opportunily
to break the current restrictions and go to an increase of height addition by 7,5 feet plus
considerable increase in the bulk of his slructure.

In addition to the above we feel thal the total economic impact on surrounding propertics,

the loss of enjoynent of the view (deed restriction) and the potential undermining of the
stability of the adjacent properties had not been adequately addressed and can only be
accessed by experts in (hose areas.

4L



Seplember 14, 2011

Ta whow it may concern,

The subject vicinity along Ocean Boulevard is sorely in need of renewal and improvement. 1n that regard,
I have no objection 1o the subject proposed lot assembly along Ocean Boulevard as such. However | do
have concerns as regards the related subsequent residential development.

1t would appear that, as proposed, this development may resull in an excessive structural height and bulk
nat intended in the terms of the original legal deed restrictions governing the development of these parcels.
If approved as proposed, the development would likely adversely afiect the adjacen! properties governed by
the deed restrictions and other neighboring properties as well.

Thus the developer should be encouraged proceed to renew these fots but with a modestly redesigned
project more in keeping with the intent of the deed restrictions, especially as regards overall height
considerations,

Sincerely

ol R |
) C"l,v:‘ I ('(f'w{_(f'i' RV R

|
Juln H. Anderson
214 Goldenrod Avenue
049-723-1556
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NEWFORT BEACH PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES & .

ABSENTIRECUSED). Myers and Unsworth e T
ABSTAIN; None. e T

Chair Unsworth and-Commissioner Myers returned to the Ghambers and took tair placss-on the dals.

ITEM NO. 4 Appeal of Lot Merger (PA2011-141)
2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard

Kay Sims, Assislant Planner, reporied tire item is an appeal lo approve a lot merger for 2808 and 2812 Qcean
Boulevard and provided a brief PowerPoint presentation Assistant Planner Sims addressed [ocation of the
properties, current lot configuration, private egressfingress easements and locations of the existing structures
on the properties. In addition, Ms. Sims provided background Including previous consideration of the item by
the Zoning Administrator on September 14, 2011, through a public hearing wherein concerns were voiced by
the public that approval of a lot merger would allow: 1.) a higher structure on the property which would eliminate
views across Ocean Bowlevard lo the neighhoring properties lo the rear. The views are protected by means of
a private deed restricting Ihe heighl of structures on a lot and loss of the views would result in devaluation of
those neighboring properties. 2.) access to the properlies if the egressfingress was eliminated.  After
consideration of public comments and concerns, the Zoning Administrator addressed them by stating the City
does not regulate or enforce private deed restrictions or the Covenant, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs)
and has no private view protection ordinance. If private egressfingress easement was eliminated, there is
alternative access available from Ocean Boulevard, In addition, the slze of the proposed lots is similar to other
lols in the area; therefore, compalible. New development on the two (2) lots, whether individual or merged, is
required to comply with the Cily's Zoning Code development standards for the Single Family Residential Zoning
District.

Assistant Planner Sims reported that the Zoning Administrator approved the lot merger after finding there were
faclts to support all the findings. it was noted that an appeal was filed on September 22, 2011, The appellants
do not believe that findings related io the heallh, safety, and welfare of the neighhoring properties and
residents, and legal access to the property were adequately addressed by the Zoning Administrator in making
his decision. The appellants stated that approval of the lot merger would allow the applicant to break the
private deed restriction limiting height and allow an increase in the size of the structure allowed on the property.
Also, a resulting loss of view by higher structures would result in a devaluation of those properties. Assistant
Planher Sims noted the Planning Commission's possible aclions and presented an update to the findings
relative to availability of alternative vehicular access to and froin the praperly.

Commissioners Hawkins, Toerge, Myers, and Chair Unsworth reported meeting with the appeilants and visiting
the site,

Cominissioner Ameri reported visiting the site,

Commissloner Hillgren requested clarification of which lots were granted height restrictions and inguired
regarding future developments planned for the property. Staff responded that at this time, the application Is a
request for a lot merger, should a development be proposed it would be required to comply with the Zoning
Code, and it was noted that the Cily does not enforce private view restrictions.

In response fo an inquiry from the Commission, City Traffic Engineer Brine reported safe access could be
achieved from Ocean Bowevard and referenced other precedents. He indicated the preference would be to try
and maintain on-street parking and have access remain through the rear easement. Access from Ocean
Boulavard would he a last resort oplion.

In response to an inquiry from the Commission, Assistant Cily Attorney Mulvihill explained that it is an
application to merge two {2) parcels under the Subdivigion Map Act and the Cily Is looking at its Codes and
Regulations to determine whether the application salisfies the City Standards. She noted it does so without an
independent investigation as to whelher a private agreement may or may not affect the properly. Currently the

Page 10 of 16
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NEWPORT BEACH PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 10/20/20711

properly has access from the rear as a result of a private easement. Should something happen to the private
access, the Cily recagnizes there is an alternalive access off of Ocean Boulevard.

Chair Unsworth opened the public hearing.
Chair Unsworth asked the appellant to come forward if he wished to make a presentation,

Clifford Jones, appellant, made his presentation and addressed that the easements were given for ingress and
egress, but noted the easements can be withdrawn at any time. He stressed that the lot line merger would take
away eight (8) feet of view corridor that would normally be there, addressed deed restriclions, proposed uses,
and compliance with standards. He reported the properly owner has plans for development that would
eliminate views for adjacent properties. He spoke in opposition to the lot merger.

in résponse to an inquiry from Commissioner Ameri, Mr, Jones reported the easement agreement with the Cily
is for utifittes. He also mentioned the egressfingress for the two {2} subjact lots facing Ocean Boulevard.

Peter Campbell, Corona del Mar resident, spoke in opposition to the lot merger with concerns regarding
negative impacts fo the heaith and safety of the current residents,

Joan Gampbell, Corona del Mar resident, indicated she is almost 85 years old and all she has leftis to keep her
view,

Valerie Marcolte, resident, spoke in support of Joan and Robin Camphell, who live in the house most-impacted
by the proposed merger. They are both 85 years old, they have lived in their house for 34 years, and depend
daily on thelr view. She expressed cancerns with the noise from the construction that they will have o live with
for the next two (2) years and the resulting loss of their view. Ms. Marcolte stressed that this would be very
disruptive to the Campbeils, would create anxiely, as well as depreciate thelr home's value.

John Silva, Corona del Mar resident, noted it is causing increased strass for him and stated opposition fo the lot
merger. In response to an inquiry from the Commisston, Mr. Sliva reporled the sasement can accommodate
ambulances and is used for utilily access for the properlies in the front.

Alberta Silva, Corona del Mar resident, reported living in the area for 44 years and listed her activities in helping
the community. She spoke in opposition of the lot merger noting the issue has caused a lot of stress,

Danny Daneshimand, Corona del Mar resident, reported her daughter is the property owner and is representing
her at this meeting. He expressed concern for the decreased properly values If the current view is eliminated
and spoke in opposition of the lot merger.  He taok issue with the City not honoring the established CC&Rs and
opined this could resuit in a lawsuit.

Dan Purcell, Corona del Mar resident, provided a brief history of the lols and opined the financial impact on the
property owners would be very injurlous and felt access on Qcean Boulevard would be unsightly.

Jeffrey DuFine thanked the Coimmission for considering the issue and noted his main concems regarding the
easements and not honoring the established CC&Rs. He reported the easements were given in order to
mairdain the sile lines and views. He reported the attorney for the subject property owner inlimated to the
Campbells and that if this went to court, they would be buried in tegal lees.

Philip Larson spoke representing his father who is recovering from an operation. He opined this will be a
heginning step to something that will lurn into a problem and spoke in opposition of the merger.

John Whelan, Altorney representing the owners of the subject properties, John and Julie Guida, noted approval

by the Zoning Administrator and that the deed restrictions indicate permilted structures would be one-story in
height. He addressed elimination of the easement for access and stated the deed restriction does not prohibit a

Page 11 of 16
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NEWPORT BEACH PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 1072672011

lot merger. He stressed the lot merger that has been applied for Is consistent with the Cliy's zoning ordinances
and ought to be approved.

Commissioner Hawkins noted the Commission must make cerlain findings to approve the lot merger.

Chair Unsworlh asked Mr. Whelan if he agreed that the finding "approval of the merger would not, under the
circumstances of this parlicular case, be detrimental to the health, peace, comfort, general welfare of persons
residing or working in the nsighborhood” could not be made. He addressed some of the impacis that will occur,

Mr. Whelan addressed the appellants’ concerns by noting that the concerns are to be altribuled to the
conslruction of the home and not the lot merger. In response to an inquiry by Chalr Unsworth, Mr. Whelan
stated that thers would be a hoine huilt on the merged lots.

in response to Commissioner Hillgren's inguiry, Mr. Whelan acknowiedged a deed restriction stating it concerns
the five (8) lols and felt the intent of the deed restriction was to restrict the height of the structures based on the
lots as they were configured at the time.

Mark Todd, Realtor and President Elect for the Newport Beach Realtor's Association, spoke in support of the lot
merger. He reported reading the deed restriction and indicated it does not address the merger of the lots, but
rather height restrictions and easements. He staled Mr. Guida intends to build a one-story struclure, to be a
good neighber and not to black the view. He reporled many senior cilizens prefer one-story homes and spoke
in support of the lol merger,

John Guida, applicant, explained why he attended with representalion. He stressed the intent Is to build a
single-story structure, addressed the architectural plans, and stated he Is trying to bulld to code. He offered to
meet with the Commission at the site, and stated he understands the reslrictions but Is trying to do his best to

resolve the issttes.

Andrew Pallerson of Palterson Construction noted thal he encouraged a mesting wilh the neighbors and
explained the altorney was expressing that he did not want to go into litigalion when he made his comments to
the Camphells, He stated the applicant is trying to work with the nelghbors and spoke in support of the lot
merger.

Chistopher Courts of Sinclair Associates Architects, inc. addressed the proposed square footage of the houss,
the highest point in the house, and the maximum height of the elevator shaft.

Mr. Jones re-addressed the Commission noling the front of the lot will be raised five and a half (5%) feet from
the sidewalk area because, if it Is raised six {8) feet, the basement will be considered a first story. He
addressed the helght of exisling homes and noled that, with the proposed structure, the views from the back
homes would be eliminated, which produce a negalive impact. In addition, Mr. Jones presented some photos.
Commissioner Kramer questioned the accuracy of the hand drawn lines representing the potentiat blocking of
views,

Christopher Courts reported they are lrying to construct something that is complimentary to the neighborhood
and that the drawings do not depict what will be buiit.

Mr. Jones reported inviting the architect to look at what the impacts would be and asked them to stake otit what
they wanted to do, but that they refused,

Chair Unsworth closed the public hearing.

Commisslonar Toerge commented on lot mergers nating they are not without a cost or negative impact to
neighbars. He expressed concerns with giving away side yard selbacks in mergers. He felt the impacts with
this item are significant and the loss of the side yard sethacks Is clearly detrimental and that the lot inerger
would result in a lot inconsistent with the surrounding development pattern.

Page 12 of 16
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NEWPRORT BEACH PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 1012012011

Motion made by Commissioner Toerge and seconded by Comimissloner Ameri, and carried (6 — 1) to reverse
the decision of the Zoning Adminisirator and adopt a Resolution to reverse the Lot Merger No., LiM2011-002.

Commissioner Hillgren expressed support for the motion and felt that merging the lots is inconsistent with the
intent of the paltern of development.

The motion carried as follows:

AYES: Ameri, Hawkins, Hillgren, Myers, Toerge, and Unsworth

NOES: Kramer

ABSENT(RECUSED): None.

ABSTAIN: None,

it was noted the appeal period for this item is ten (10) days, Y.
~

FEMNO. 5 Lido Village Design Guidelines (PA2011-148)

Guidelines would affect fulure projects within the Lido Village area generally boupded by
Newport Boulevard, 32nd Street and Newport Harbor

Principal P ‘an\ner James Camphbell provided an introduction to the draft of the Lido Village Dgsign Guidelines,
He slated that*the City Council Ad-Hoc Neighborhood Revitalization Commitlee, with full (;Hy/éounci! support,
initiated and fosté e{i the preparation of architectural and landscape design guidelines tet}al would he applied to
properties within the'kjdo Village area. He reporied hiring a project manager and archilgets and noled that staff

has gone through an e t@e public participation process.

Projact Manager Tim Colli Kprovided a PowerPoint presentation add/rg Sing history and background,
reasserlion of the purpose of the fiign guidelines and communily outr?, and involvement,
In response to Commissioner Hawki s'\s inquiry Mr. Coliins explaingd the use of public rights-of-ways as a

unifying theme, \
Todd Lamer reviewed details of the forima

caonsideration of on-going feedback,

content of lhe/guidelines, key elements, next steps, and

Commissioner Toerge commended consultants for [ie p\;omptness in developing the design guidelines. He
inquired regarding efforts for the waterfront in terms of st ging of passengers of cruise ships or charter boats
noting the issue severely impacts pedestrians and people visiting Lido Village. He took exception to a sentence

in the design guidelines stating that the Lido Yllage was an emo io<lgateway {o Newport Beach,

Discussion followed regarding the 1imejt4 for the potential rebuild ofthe marina and planning for the staging
of passengers of cruise ships or chafler boals and accommodating all lS%I‘S in the evolution of the plans. It
was notad this is a multilayer progess and thal the design guidelines are Justepe componant,

¥ Chair Unsworlly, it was noted the guidelines will be\lncorporated to the City’s

In response lo a commant
existing review process.
Commissioner Toerge referenced a typographical error on the agenda report.

ro/mned the public hearing.

George Schroeder reported he was one of the six (6) residents appointed to serve on the Citizens /@éisory
Panglyatlended all of the meetings, and noted they were well-altended. Mr. Schroeder spoke in support Qe

yu't elines and the plan.
‘ Page 13 of 16
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RESOLUTION NO, 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH REVERSING THE DECISION OF
THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR AND DENYING {.OT MERGER
NO. LM2011-002 FOR A LOT MERGER FOR THE FOLLOWING
PROPERTY, UNDER GOMMON OWNERSHIP: PORTIONS OF
LOTS 4, 6, AND 6 OF BLOCK 34 LOCATED IN CORONA DEL
MAR. ALSO INCLUDED IN THE APPLICATION IS A REQUEST
TO WAIVE THE REQUIREMENT TO FILE A PARCEL MAPR, FOR
PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN
BOULEVARD (PA2011-141)

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH HEREBY FINDS AS
FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. STATEMENT OF FACTS.

1.

“o

An application was filed by The John Guida Trust and the Julie Guida Trust, with respect
to properties located at 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard, and legally described as
Portions of Lots 4, 6, and 6 of Block 34 of Corona del Mar requesting approval of a lot

merger.

The applicant proposes [project description a lot merger for the following propeity,
under common ownership, pottions of Lots 4, 5, and 8 of Block 34 located in Corona
del Mar. Also included in the application is a request to walve the requirement to file a
parcel map

The subject properly is located within the Single-Unit Residential (R-1) Zoning District
and the General Plan Land Use Element category Is Single-Unit Residential Detached

(RS-D).

The subject properly Is located within the coastal zone, The Coastal Land Use Plan
catagory is Single-Unit Residential Detached (RSD-B).

A public hearing was held on September 14, 2011 in the City Hall Council Chambers,
3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. A notice of time, place and
purpose of the meeting was given in accordance with the Newport Beach Municipal
Code. Evidence, both wiitten and oral, was presented to, and consldered by, the
Zoning Administrator at this meating.

On September 22, 2011, the Zoning Administrator's decision lo approve Lot Merger No.
LM2011-022 was appealed by Mr. Clifford Jones, Ms. Joan Campbell, and Mr. John
Sliva, The appeal was filed to further conslder two findings, which the applicants felt were
nol adaquately addressed in the Zoning Administrator's decision.

The Planning Comimission held a public hearing on October 20, 2011, in the City Hall
Councll Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. The Planning
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Commission considered evidence, hoth wrilten and oral presented at this meeting. A
notice of lime, place and purpose of the meeting was given in accordance with the
Newport Beach Municipal Code. Evidencs, both wiitten and oral, was presented to,
and considerad by, the Planhing Cominission at this meeting.

. Pursuant to Seclion 20.64,030.C, the public hearing was conducted "de novo,"

meaning that it is a new hearlhg and the decislon heing appealed has ho force or
effect as of the date the call for review was flled.

SECTION 2. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT DETERMINATION.

Pursuant to Seclion 15270 of the California Environmental Quailty Act (CEQA) Guidelines,
projecis which a publile agency rejects or disapproves are not subject to CEQA review.

SECTION 3. REQUIRED FINDINGS.

The Planning Commission may approve a lot merger application only after making each of
the required findings sot forth In Section 19.68.030.H of Title 19 (Subdivision Code: Lot
Mergers, Required Findings). In this case, the Planning Commission was unable to make the
following required findings.

FINDINGS

A.

A-1.

B-1,

Approval of the mergor wilf not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be
delrimental o the health, safely, peace, comfort and general welfare of persons
reslding or working In the neighborhood of such proposed use or be detrimental or
injurious to property and improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of
the Cily, and further that the proposed lot merger is consistent with the legislalive
intent of Tille 189,

The lot merger would allow development that s incompatible with the size and mass of
structures on nelghboring properties within Block 34. The removal of the interior lot line
would eliminate the interlor side setback (three feef) on each properly, create a
buildable area greater than currently exists on the two separate lots, and eliminate the
opeh space that the interior side sethacks currently provide.

The lots as merged will be consistent with the surrotinding patler of development and
will nol create an excessively large lot that is hot compatlible with the surrounding

development,

The lot merger would create a lot size and configuration, which is Inconsistent with the
development pattern of the subject properties and surrounding lots within Block 34,

SECTION 4. DECISION.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:

Tmpil: 03/08/11
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1. The Planning Commission of the Cilty of Newport Beach hereby denies Lot Merger No.
2011-022 (PA2011-141), reversing the decision of the Zoning Administrator.

2. This action shall become final and effeclive ten (10) days after the adoption of this

Resolution unless within stich time an appeal is filed with the City Clerl in accordance
with the provisions of Title 20 Planning and Zoning, of the Newport Beach Municipal

Caode.
PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED THIS 20™ DAY OF OGTOBER, 2011,
AYES: Ameri, Hawkins, Hillgren, Myers, Toerge, and Unsworth
NOES: Kramer
ABSTAIN:  None.
ABSENT:  None.

BY: Q_Qg 0. \ o &/U\

Charles Unsworth, Chairman

Cmﬁ-e Saorctary

Tmgl: 03/0Bf1 4
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CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH

PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT
October 20, Planning Commission Hearing
Agenda item 4 '

SUBJECT:  Appeal of Lot Merger (PA2011-141)
2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard

s Lot Merger No, LM2011-002
APPLICANT: The John Guida Trust and The Julie Guida Trust

PLANNER: Kay Sims, Assistant Planner
(949) 644-3237 or ksims@newportbeachca.gov

PROJECT SUMMARY

An appeal of the Zoning Administrator's decision to approve Lot Merger No. LM2011-
002, which allowed the merger of portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of Block 34 located in
Corona del Mar, under common ownership, for the purpose of development of a new
single family residence. The decision also included approval of a request to waive the
requirement to file a parcel map.

RECOMMENDATION

1) Conduct a de novo public hearing; and

2) Uphold or reverse the decision of the Zoning Administrator and adopt Resolution
No. ____ (Attachment No. PC 1 or PC 2) for Lot Merger No. LM2011-002.

INTRODUCTION

Project Selting

The subject lots consist of portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of Block 34, but are more easily
identified as 2808 and 2812 Ocean  Boulevard. The properties, located on the
northeasterly (inland) side of Ocean Boulevard between Goldenrod and Heliotrope
Avenues, are generally rectangular in shape with skewed front property lines and slope
slightly from the rear toward Ocean Boulevard. Vehicular access is provided via a 20-
foot-wide, shared, private ingress and egress easement, which extends from the rear of
the properties to Ocean Lane. Each properly is currently developed with a single-unit
residential dwelling. Lookout Point and Little Corona Beach Park are located directly
across Ocean Boulevard.

2]



Appeal of Lot Merger (PA2011-141)
2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard

Qctober 20, 2011
Page 2

T AN
STy TS

Fhn \

i

LOCATION

GENERAL PLAN ZONING CURRENT USE
) Single-Unil Residential Single-Unit Residential . - . . .
ON-SITE Detached {RS-D) (R-1) Single-unil residential dwelling
Single-Unit Residential Single-Unit Residential [T .
NORTH Detached (RS-D) (R-1) Single-unit residential dwsllings
SOUTH Parks and Recrealion Parks and Recreation Park, beach, and public restrooms
{(PR) (PR}
Single-Unit Residential Single-Unit Residential . ol ; ) ;
EAST Detached (RS-D) (R-1) Single-unit residendial dwellings
Singte-Unit Residential Single-Unit Residential . i : . .
WEST Dstached (RS-D) (R-1) Single-unit residential dwellings

b



Appeal of Lot Merger (PA2011-141)
2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard
Qctober 20, 2011

Page 3

Zoning Administrator Hearing and Action

Prior to the Zoning Administrator hearing on September 14, 2011, staff spoke over the
telephone and met with members of the public to describe the project and answer
questions. Four (4) comment letters (Altachment No. PC 4) were received that
expressed concerns about the project. Staff aiso received a copy of a private deed
restriction regarding the height of structures allowed on the subject properties and
neighboring properties adjacent to the rear.

On September 14, 2011, the Zoning Administrator conducled a public hearing, reviewed
the applicant’s request, and received testimony from the applicant and 15 members of
the public. All speakers opposed the lot merger. Additionally, a petition in opposition
(Attachment No. PC 4) signed by 29 members of the public was presented. Stated
reasons for opposition, including in comment letters received, were: elimination or
blocking of private views, devaluation of surrounding properlies, vehicular access, and
not abiding by the deed restriction, which limits the height of any structures.

Prior to making his decision, the Zoning Administrator explained that the City does not
enforce deed restrictions nor have policies or ordinances that protect private views. The
Zonhing Administrator also explained that the properties have vehicular access via
Ocean Boulevard in addition to the private, shared easement. He further explained that
the size of the lot proposed was similar to others in the area (see Table 1: Project
Characteristics below) and was compatible with the character of the area. After
considering public comments and concerns presented, the Zoning Administrator
determined that there were facts in support of the required findings and approved the
project (Attachment No, PC 3).

Table 1: Project Characlerislics

Total Area Width
Property (approximately) (at widest point)

R-1 Zoning District

! Interior Lﬂ? Standards: 5,000 sq. ft. 50 feet
2808 Ocean Boulevard 7,217 sq. fl. 40 feet
2812 Ocean Boulevard 5,483 sq. ft 40 feel
Proposed Merged Lot 13,699.58 sq. fl. 80 feel
Comparable Properiies Adjacent
to Ocean Boulevard
2900 Ocean Boulevard 13, 326 sq. fl, 66 feet
2808 Qcean Boulevard 10,048 sq, R, 78 feet
3222 Ocean Boulevard 14,579 sq. fL. 111 feet




Appeal of Lot Merger (PA2011-141)
2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard
October 20, 2011

Page 5

stated that the appellants feel that the following required findings were not adequately
addressed;

1. Approval of the merger will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be
detrimental to the heallth, safoty, peace, comfort and general welfare of persons
residing or working in the neighborhood of stch proposed use or be delrimental or
injurious lo property and improvements in the neighbarhoad or the general welfare of
the Cily, and further that the proposed lot merger is consistent with the legislative
intent of Title 19.

The Zoning Administrator determined that facts presented in the action lelter supported
making the health, safely, and welfare finding. The City does not regulate and enforce
private deed restrictions and does not have the authority to protect private views and
new development on the two (2) lots individually or merged, must comply with the all
Zoning Code Development Standards for the R-1 Zoning District.

2. Neither the lots as merged nor adjoining parcels will be deprived of legal access as a
result of the merger. (Easemant)

Legal access is currently provided via a private, shared easement to hoth lots and will
remain if the lots are merged.

Alternatives

1. Should the Planning Commission find that there are facts to support the findings
required to grant approval of the Lot Merger as proposed, the Planning
Commission should adopt Resolution No. __ (Attachment No. PC 1), upholding
the decision of the Zoning Administrator and approving Lot Merger No. LM2011-
002.

2. Should the Planning Commission find that the facts do not support the findings
required to grant approval of the Lot Merger, the Planning Commission should
adopt Resolution No. _ (Attachment No. PC 2), reversing the decision of the
Zoning Administrator, and denying Lot Merger No. LM2011-002.

Environmental Review

If upheld and approved, then this project is exempt from CEQA, pursuant to Section
15305 (Class 5 Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations} of the Implementing
Guidelines of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which consists of
projects with minor alterations in land use limitations in areas with an average slope of
less than twenty (20%) percent, which do not resuit in any changes in land use or
density, including minor lot line adjustments not resulting in the creation of any new
parcel. This project is consistent with these requirements.

76@



Attachment No. PC 1

Draft Resolution with Findings and
Conditions -~ To Uphold
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RESOLUTION NO. it

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH UPHOLDING THE DECISION OF
THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR AND APPROVING LOT
MERGER NO. LM2011-002 FOR A LOT MERGER FOR THE
FOLLOWING PROPERTY, UNDER COMMON OWNERSHIP:
PORTIONS OF LOTS 4, 5, AND 6 OF BLOCK 34 LOCATED IN
CORONA DEL MAR. ALSO INCLUDED IN THE APPLICATION IS
A REQUEST TO WAIVE THE REQUIREMENT TO FILE A
PARCEL MAP, FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND
2812 OCEAN BOULEVARD (PA2011-141)

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH HEREBY FINDS AS
FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. STATEMENT OF FACTS.

1. An application was filed by The John Guida Trust and the Julie Guida Trust, with respect
o properties located at 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard, and legally described as
Portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of Block 34 of Corona del Mar requesting approval of a lot
merger. Also included in the application is a request to waive the requirement to file a
parcel map.

2, The applicant proposes a lot merger for the following property, under common
ownership, portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of Block 34 located in Corona del Mar. Also
included in the application is a request to waive the requirement to file a parcel map

3. The subject property is located within the Single-Unit Residential (R-1) Zoning District
and the General Plan Land Use Element category is Single-Unit Residential Detached

(RS-D).

4, The subject property is located within the coastal zone. The Coastal Land Use Plan
category is Single-Unit Residential Detached (RSD-B).

A public hearing was held on September 14, 2011 in the City Hall Council Chambers,
3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. A notice of time, place and
purpose of the meeting was given in accordance with the Newport Beach Municipal
Code. Evidence, both written and oral, was presented to, and considered by, the

Zoning Administrator at this meeting.

o

6, On September 22, 2011, the Zoning Administrator’s decision to approve Lot Merger No.

‘ LM2011-022 was appealed by Mr. Clifford Jones, Ms. Joan Campbell, and Mr. John
Silva. The appeal was filed to further consider two findings, which the applicants felt were
not adequately addressed in the Zoning Administrator's decision.

7. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on October 20, 2011, in the Cily Hall
Council Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. The Planning

11 JO



Planning Commission Resolution No. ___
Page 3 of 7

A-5.  The project is in an area with an average slope less than 20 percent and no changes
in use or density will occur as a result of the merger.

B. The lots to be merged are under comimon fee ownership at the time of the merger.

Facts in Support of the Finding:
B-1. The portions of lots 4,5, and 6 to be merged are under common ownership.

C. The lots as merged will be consistent or will be more closely compatible with the
applicable zoning requilations and will be consistent with other regulations relating to
the subject propertly including, but not limited to, the General Plan and any applicable
Coastal Plan or Specific Plan.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

D-1.  The previously existing single-unit dwellings located on the subject sites will be
demolished, and the proposed lot wolild be redeveloped with a new single-unit dwelling.
Section 20.18.030 of the Zoning Code establishes minimum lot area and width
requirements. Each of the two existing lots meet the minimum lot area required, but do
not meet the minimum lot width required (50 feet). The proposed merger of the lots would
create one lot which would comply with the minimum lot width and lot area standards
required by the Zoning Code.

D-2. The Land Use Element of the General Plan designates the subject site as Single-Unit
Residential Detached (RS-D), which is intended to provide primarily for single-family
residential units on a single legal lot and does not include condominiums or cooperative
housing. The Coastal Land Use Plan desighates this site as Single Unit Residential
Detached (RSD-B) which provides for density ranges from 6.0-9.9 DU/AC. The existing
development and proposed development of a single-unit dwelling on the site are
consistent with these designations.

D. Neither the lots as merged nor adjoining parcels will be deprived of legal access as a
result of the merger.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

E-1.  Vehicular access to and from the subject site and adjacent properties would remain the
same via an alley and an ingress and egress easement at the rear of the site.

E. The lots as merged will be consistent with the surrounding pattemn of development and
will not create an excessively large lot that is not companbfe with the surrounding
development,

Facts in Support of the Finding:

13 71



Planning Comimission Resolution No. ___
Page 5 of 7

AYES:
NOES:
ABSTAIN:

ABSENT:

BY:

Charles Unsworth, Chairman

BY:

Bradley Hillgren, Secretary

15 72



Planning Commission Resolution No,
Page 7 of 7

15.

16.

17,

18.

19.

20.

21.

Prior to recordation of the lot merger, the development of the parcels combined shall
conform to current zoning regulations pertaining to the number of dwelling units and the
distance belween detached structures. The proposed parcel shall have one dwelling unit.
One structure shall be modified or demolished to achieve the required separation
between structures and density.

Prior to recordation of the lot merger, grant deeds indicaling the changes in titles of
ownership should be submitted to the Public Works Department for review and

approval.

The lot merger and grant deeds reviewed and approved by the Public Works
Department should be filed concurrently with the County Recorder and Counly
Asseassor's Offices.

No building permits may be issued until the appeal period has expired, uniess
otherwise approved by the Planning Division.

Prior to issuance of the building permit for any new construction on the property, the
Planning Division shali verify recordation of the document with the County Recorder.

This approval shall expire unless exercised within 24 months from the date of approval
as specified in Section 20.93.050 of the Newport Beach Municipal Code.

To the fullest extent permitted by law, applicant shall indemnify, defend and hold
harmless City, its City Council, its boards and commissions, officials, officers, employees,
and agents from and against any and all claims, demands, obligations, damages,
actions, causes of action, suits, losses, judgments, fines, penaities, liabilities, costs and
expenses (including without limitation, attorney’s fees, disbursements and court costs) of
every kind and nature whatsoever which may arise from or in any manner relate (directly
or indirectly) to City’s approval of the 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard Lot Merger
including, but not limited to, Lot Merger No, LM2011-002 (PA2011-141). This
indemnification shall include, but not be limited to, damages awarded against the City, if
any, costs of suit, attorneys' fees, and other expenses incurred in connection with such
claim, action, causes of action, suit or proceeding whether incurred by applicant, City,
and/or the parties initiating or bringing such proceeding. The applicant shall indemnify
the City for all of Cily's costs, attorneys' fees, and damages which City incurs in enforcing
the indemnification provisions set forth in this condition. The applicant shall pay 1o the
Cily upon demand any amount owed to the City pursuant to the indemnification
requirements prescribed in this condition.



Attachment No. PC 2

Draft Resolution — To Reverse
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RESOLUTION NO. #HHHE

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH REVERSING THE DECISION OF
THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR AND DENYING LOT MERGER
NO. LM2011-002 FOR A LOT MERGER FOR THE FOLLOWING
PROPERTY, UNDER COMMON OWNERSHIP: PORTIONS OF
LOTS 4, 5, AND 6 OF BLOCK 34 LOCATED IN CORONA DEL
MAR. ALSO INCLUDED IN THE APPLICATION IS A REQUEST
TO WAIVE THE REQUIREMENT TO FILE A PARCEL MAP, FOR
PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN
BOULEVARD (PA2011-141)

THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH HEREBY FINDS AS
FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. STATEMENT OF FACTS.

1. An application was filed by The John Guida Trust and the Julie Guida Trust, with respect
to properties located at 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard, and legally described as
Portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of Block 34 of Corona del Mar requesting approval of a lot
merger.

2, The applicant proposes [project description a lot merger for the following property,
under common ownership, portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of Block 34 located in Corona
del Mar. Also included in the application is a request to waive the requirement to file a
parcel map

3. The subject property is located within the Single-Unit Residential (R-1) Zonhing District
and the General Plan Land Use Element category is Single-Unit Residential Detached
(RS-D).

4, The subject property is located within the coastal zone. The Coastal Land Use Plan
category is Single-Unit Residential Detached (RSD-B).

5. A public hearing was held on September 14, 2011 in the City Hall Council Chambers,
3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California. A notice of time, place and
purpose of the meeting was given in accordance with the Newport Beach Municipal
Code. Evidence, both written and oral, was presented to, and considered by, the
Zoning Administrator at this meeting.

8. On September 22, 2011, the Zoning Administrator's decision to approve Lot Merger No.
LM2011-022 was appealed by Mr. Clifford Jones, Ms. Joan Campbell, and Mr. John
Silva. The appeal was filed to further consider two findings, which the applicants felt were
not adequately addressed in the Zoning Administrator's decision.

7. The Planning Commission held a public hearing on October 20, 2011, in the City Hall
Council Chambers, 3300 Newport Boulevard, Newport Beach, California, The Planning
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Planning Commission Resolution No. __
Page 3of 3

BY:

Bradley Hillgren, Secretary

Fmpll: 02/08711
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Attachment No. PC 3

Zoning Administrator Action Letter
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
PLANNING DIVISION
3300 Newport Boulevard, Building C, Newport Beach, CA 92663
(949) 644-3200 Fax: (949) 644-3229

www.newporlbeachea. oy

ZONING ADMINISTRATOR ACTION LETTER

Application No. Lot Merger No. LiY12011-002 (PA2011-141)
Applicant The John Guida Trust and The Julie Guida Trust
Site Address 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard

2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard L.ot Merger
lLegal Description Portlons of Lots 4, 5, and 8, Bll 34 of Corona del Mar

On September 14, 2011, the Zoning Administrator approved the following: a lot merger
for the following property, under common ownership: portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6 of Block
34 jocated in Corona del Mar. Also included in the application is a request to waive the
requirement to file a parcel map. The properly is located in the R-1 (Single-Unit
Residential) Distiict. The Zoning Administrator's approval Is based on the following
findings and subject to the following conditions.

Findings

A. Finding: The proposed project is in conformance with the Callfornia
Environmental Quality Act.

Facts In Support of the Finding:

A-1. The project qualifies for an exemplion from environmental review pursuant to
Section 15305 (Class 5 Minor Alterations in Land Use Limitations) of the
Implementing Guidelines of the California Environmental Qualily Act (CEQA),
which conslsts of projects with minor alterations in land use limitations in areas
with an average slope of less than 20 percent, which do not result in any
changes in land use or densily, including minor lot line adjustments not resuiting
in the creation of any new parcel. This project is consistent with these.
requirements,

B. Finding: Approval of the merger will not, under the circumstances of this
particular case, be detrimental to the health, safely, peace, comfort and general
waelfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood of such proposed use
or be detrimental or injurious to properly and improvements in the neighborhood
or the general welfare of the City, and lurther that the proposed ot merger is
consistent with the legislative Intent of Title 18.

2778



E-1.

2808 & 2812 O. .n Boulevard Lot Merger

September 14, 2011

Pago 3

Finding: Meither the lots as merged nor adjolning parcels will be deprived of
legal access as a result of the merger.

Facis in Support of the Finding:

Vehicular access to and from the subject site and adjacent properties would remain
the same via an alley and an ingress and egress easement at the rear of thoe site,

Finding: The lofs as merged will be consistent with the surrounding pattern of
development and will not create an axcessively large fot that is not compalible
with the surrounding development,

Facts in Support of the Finding:

Corona del Mar consists of lots of varying shapes and sizes.The subject lots, as
merged, will result in a parcel with a width of 80 feet and area of 13,678 square
feet. Other nearby lots on Ocean Boulevard have lot widths as wide as 73 feet and
area as large as 13,325 square feet. The merger of the two lots it will not create an
excessively large lot In comparison to many of the existing lots in the surrounding
area.

Development within the R-1 Zoning District can have a maximum floor area 1.5
times the bulldable area of the lot. The proposed parcel will not be developed
heyond this maximum square footage, and will be developed consistent with the
surrounding development.

In accordance with Section 19.08.030 of the Municipal Code (Waiver of Concurrent Parcel
Map), the Zoning administrator approved a waiver of the parcel map requirement since ho
more than three parcels are eliminated.

G.

G-1.

G-2.

G-3.

Finding: That the proposed division of fand complies with requirements as lo
area, improvement and design, flood waler drainage confrol, approprato
improved public roads and properly access, sanitary disposal facilities, waler
supply availabilily, environmental protection, and other applicable requirements
of ihfs title, the Zoning Code, the General Plan, and any applicable Coastal Plan
or Specific Plan.

Facts in Support of the Finding:

The existing lots currently comply with the design standards and improvements
required by the Zoning Code, General Plan, and Coastal Land Use Plan.

The proposed lot merger combines the lot portions into a single parcel of land and
does not result in the elimination of more than three lot portions.

Approval of the proposed lot merger would remove the existing interior lot lines, and
allow the property to be redeveloped as a single site. The land use, density, and

FAUserstPLNASharedWA'S\PAS - 201 1\PA2011-44 1WLM2011-002 Acln Litr.doe
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2808 & 2812 C. .n Boulevard Lot Merger
September 14, 2011
Page 5

13.  In case of damage done to public improvements surrounding the development
site by the private construction, additional reconstruction within the public right-
of-way could be required at the discretion of the Public Works [nspector.

14. Al applicable Public Works Department plan check fees shall be baid prior to
review of the lot merger and grant deeds.

15.  Prior to recordation of the lot merger, the development of the parcels combined
shall conform to current zoning regulations pertaining to the number of dwalling
unils and the distance between . detached structures, The proposed parcel shall
have one dwelling unit. One structure shall be maodifled or demolished to achieve
the required separation between structures and density.

18, Prior to recordation of the lot merger, grant deeds Indicating the changes in titles
of ownership should be submitted to the Public Works Department for review and

approval,

17. “Ihe lot merger and grant deeds reviewsd and approved by the Public Works
Department should be filed concurrently with the County Recorder and County
Assessor's Offices.

18.  No building permits may be Issued untif the appeal period has expired, unless
olherwise approved by the Planning Division.

19.  Prior to issuance of the building permit for any new construction on the property,
the Planning Division shall verify recordation of the document with the County
Recorder.

20.  This approval shall expire unless exercised within 24 months from the date of
approval as specified in Section 20.93.050 of the Newport Beach Municipal

Code,

21.  To the fullest extent permitted by law, applicant shall indemnify, defend and hold
harmless Clly, its City Council, its boards and commissions, officials, officers,
employees, and agonts from and against any and all claims, demands, obligations,
damages, actions, causes of action, suits, lossas, judgments, fines, penalties,
liabilities, costs and expenses (inciuding without limitation, attorney's fees,
disbursements and court cosls) of every kind and nature whatsocever which may
arlse from or in any manner relate (directly or indirectly) to City's approval of the
2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulsvard Lot Merger Including, but not limited to, Lot
Marger Mo. LM2011-002 (PA2011-141). This indemnification shall include, but not
be limited to, damages awarded against the City, if any, costs of suit, attorneys’
fees, and other expenses incurred in connection with such claim, action, causes of
aclion, suit or proceeding whether Incurred by applicant, City, and/or the parties
initiating or bringing such proceeding. The applicant shall |ndemnify the City for all
of City's costs, attomeys fees, and damages which City incurs in enforcing the
Indemnification provisions set forth in this condition. The applicant shall pay fo the
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Attachment No. ZA 1

Vicinity Map
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2808 & 2812 Oi. - .n Boulevard Lot Merger
September 14, 2011
Page 7

MAP

Fr

" Lot Merger No. LM2011-00
PA2011-141
2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard
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Attachment No. ZA 2

Lot Merger Map

Not Included — See PC Attachment No. 6
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Correspondence, Petition, and
Exhibits {(Zoning Administrator Hearing)
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September 14, 201 |

To whom it may concern,

The subject vicinity along Ocean Boulevard is sarely in need of renewal and improvement. Jit that regard,
1 have no objection to the subject proposed fot assermbly along Ocean Boulevard as such. However 1 do
have concerns as regards the related subsequent residential development.

It would appear that, as proposed, this devetopment may result in an excessive strustaral height and butk
not intended in the terms of the original legal decd restrictions goveming the developnent of these parcels.
H approved as proposed, the development would likely adversely affect the adjacent properties governed by
the deed restrictions and other neighboring properties as well.

Thus the developer should be encouraged proceed to renew these lots but with a modestly redesipned
project more in keeping with the intent of the deed restrictions, especially as regards overali height
considerations.

Sincerely

J C‘Lﬂf N C‘Lucﬁ"i e hThe

J{i n H. Anderson
214 Goldenrod Avenue
949-723-1556

41
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o -ﬁéference' 2808‘-a;zd 2812 Ocean Bivd,, Cdﬁjha del Mar, Ca. Lot Merger.

L.ot Merger Mo. LM:ZOH -002 (PA POH 141)
Leg gal Descrtption F’orttons of Lots 4, 5, and'6, Bik 34 of Gorona del Mar
Applicant The John Guida Trust and The Julie Guida Trust.

We the undersigned challenge this project based on the finding B and E listed In the
zoning Adrainistrator Zoning Action Letter .

-~ B, Finding: Approval of the merger will not under the circumstances of this particular

msw, be detnmentdi to the health, safety, peace, cqg_p_fggt and general welfare of

dutrimenta! or inluriou to proporty and impravement it the n ne tharhood or ihe

general wellara of the Gity, and further that the proposed lot merger is consistent with

the legisiative intent of Title 19,
E. Finding: Neither the lots as merged nor adjoining parcels will be deprived of legal

access as a result of the merger,

NAME ‘ ADDH’ESS ‘ Sl--u?JATURE

VL
Rabin uzm 0 pjxl,{ BT ,m e 11)_@&,“___@ he H

_____________________________________________

o
N



Ko" ALL MBH HY THUBE PRESENTSI

PHAT WHENRAD, tho undereigned MALTER 8. HeRAGCHIRY
and LILLIAW M, HoRAGMENH, hias wife, arée the swneps of
Tota 3 and §; and the underslgned, PAUL 0, CIELAXD and
SYLYIA A. CLERLAND, Slo wife, are the owners of lLots 5
and 6, 2811 In Blook 3, Hesubdivislon of Corone del Har,
ap shown on Hap thepreofl in Book L, at page 67, of Hise
collancous Mape, iecords of Orange County, Htato of
California, and

WHRHEAS, the parties heroto mutually dealre to re-
striotd the haight of bulldings which nay hersaltor ba

plrced or constructed upon asald propevty,

PP

HOW, THEHREFORH, {n oconalderation of the premloon
and of the advantagons dorlved by ¢ach of the partlea h.ro-
te by the making of this deolaration and fupther In :ron-
niderstion of the beneFibts which will eoorue to sald pend
proporty and to each mnd avery parusl thereof,

IT [3 HEREBY MUTUALLY COVEWANTED, AGHEED AND DRCLARED
that sald Yand and eaah and overy part and pearesl thersof,
axospt the Horthineterly 96 fset thareol, shall, From and
aftar ths dato horeof, be subjJeat to the following restric
tions and/or ocovenants whioh ahall apply to and ba blnde
lng apon the parkles horeto and sanh a0 thelr suscansors
and adalpgng, as {ollows)

That any bullding or structurs placod or conatruotod
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brunk, such Fesonvoyanss shall not In any memnes affest

the velldity or contimmtion of the sovensnts, restrisgtives
or deelaratlons hereln aentalned, but the pare mhall remsin
In Tull Foros and offect Yor ths benefit of sesh prriy

harate and f'or the baasllt of the swoespaive omner oF cemore f

of wald rewl property end vaoh and svery lot or parczl thapeof,

IR WITEERS WINTROP the partles horelo have aot thol ¥ I
hande and weals Lhta 25Eh dey of Aprdl, 1451,

W 7 @A R Bt I 0 Paedisay,
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ATAYE OF CALDFORHIA )
County of [os Angalea } aw

Cp thin 25th day of April, 1951, balrore ma, ths vnder-
algnod Hobayy Fublle in and For aald county and etsto, pere
senally appesbarad WALTFR 5, WoRACHREN, LILLIAW M. HoBAGHUR,
PAUL 0. CLELAND and AYLVIA A. CIRLAND, Mmbwn $0 ma to be thy
parions sitbad newas are subsoribed Lo ths with‘ln tnatrussnt

pht asknowledgsd that they axeaut oy
&I&;[‘%S%- ;,

Hy Cowslonlan Kxplroat Fah 1, 1952
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g_orml ?x%fh}éi%m {RED

Affix T.R.3.

POR VALJABIS GONSTIBRATION, rocelpt of which {4 hoveby scknowledgod,

PADL Q. CIRLAND and 8YIVIA &, CLRLAND, hia wife,

- o i e e 3
R P A et TR TACIPL B JAE ST ST S TS 2 ~ REN £ o [SOARL

do haraby ORANY to WARLZER 3, HGEACHEHV ﬂhd LILLIAN H, HOEACHFﬁH, hia
wifo, a3 Jolvit Tenaata,

tho raal property in the County of Ovangs, Btato of Gallfornla, dene
ariboed aay
Ai"shaonont foﬁ“!ﬁgruén'Eﬁd*bg?ﬁaé;“p!pa%llneniepola.llnns.nnd othou
publ t 857 0vor, acvons dnd unden:thab:portlén SLLSE Y In
Block 3l of Regubdivision of Caronn del Har, no shown on a m?p ra-
oorded tn Dook b, ot page 67, of Miagollansous Hopa, vecords off UVABgo
Gounty, dalifomnia, lying within the follyglug dosoribed pards) of ..
lond, aald unsumont to be for thoe banefil of and to ba~usod {n asomon
by the ownsra 6C Tand “in Lats IN8 hnd b oPogald Bloek

BEGIHAING at tho moat Easterly corner of anld Lot 5

and renning thonso Horthwostsrly along the Nonthoaabnfiy

ine of ssld Xot:5;:00:04nt| Lhonos HSouthwontoprly par-

4116l with the Southesstsrly Lins of nald Iot 5, 96 foot}

thenca Horthwoatorly parallel- slth tha Hovthoasterly Line -

of aald ZLot 5, 10 foot} thonss Jeuthwentordy parallal with

the Southsasterly 1{ne of sald Iat 5, 20 roati thaneo

Southsnaterly parallel with the Horthoasterly line of sald

1ot 5 and the Hovthaastorly 1lne of 1ot h in sald Blouk 34,

ho rest} thomss Northesstorly paralial with the North-

woatorly line of satd Lot h, 20 roeb] thonoo Novthwasterly

parallel with tho Hopthaanteriy 1ine or anid Lot-h, 10, ook}

thenge Northoantorly parallsl with the Morthwontorly ine
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Attachment No. PC 5

Appeal Statement



1555201 16:12 AM City of Newport Beach 240-644.3229 vy

B AR Rl

For Offiee Use Gniy

Appeal Application

Cominunity Developmant Dapaﬁment

Plarining Dlvision Fue Remivad: ‘!’ SEHA L B
ot 3300 Nowport Bouloverd, f\lprort Baach, CA 92803 o e
‘{"_{:‘o;&.}:‘}; (949)044-3204 Ta!csphnnel (249)844-3228 Facalmilo Racalved by &%
SRR easw.nawnorbeachen oy ]

Appllaation to appaal the daclslon of tha: & Zoning Adminlstrator
€1 Planning Director

t) Hewlng Officer
Appeallant Information:

Name(s) _CUY\EForn Jnnes ;'1})3}\) CrAmw BELL.  \JpsEtpd D(L\/A
Addvese: LA (X Eta) 31V o, Z %LI Dz |, Eﬂ-;\, L L ARLE
Clly/Stato/ZIp: __Cas.conset DEL PAR, QA Gl 25

Phane: G44_24' % -G 5 fFax: Gad - L2 5979 Bl _LYN DL @ ATT. L%

Appaallng Application Ragarding:

JoctN Gl pa TRUST 4 ~
Mame of Applicant_JULIE Gui0A  TRUST Date of Decision: “=PT 14'/ 201

Projact No. (PA): A 2ol - 141 Actvity Mol _ L M 2.0 it ~ 502,

Site Addreas: 290X & Z D172 [(HPFAN FBLaT.

Pegoriplon: __PerTy oS OF LoTs 4, S AND (- Blr =4
O CERABAIMN. %21, 1 A )

Reason(s) for Appoal (attaoh a soparate sheet If necessary): P LEASE Se
AU vy

Along with application, ploase submit the followling:

o  Twelve (12) 11x17 sola of the project plans

o One got of malling labsls (Avery 8960) lur properly owners within 300 {t. radius of subject properly

O Ay Cﬂ/l M [

Blgnature of Appellant: _ X A //7 ] /d(ﬁ _____ Data ef L’z Z‘/u
AP
\_,g/ /0,/, .
- X:\Uuam\Pl.N\Slmmn\lntmunmosuMppl!aaqu\nppnaM|}pihnUm.dccx
Uprelid 618111

FIfILE copy . 85107



Attachment No. PC 6

Proposed Lot Merger Map
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EXHIBIT "A
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH
LOT MERGER No. IM._A1_—______
{Legal Description) |

Owners

Existing Parcels
AP Number

Proposed Parcels
Reference Number

THE JOHN GUIDA TRUST, DATED 9/17/2010, AS TRUSTEE
THE JULIE GUIDA TRUST, DATED 9/17/2010, AS TRUSTEE

052-061-26
052-061-25

RPARCEL 1
0.314 AC (gross)
0.296 AC {(net)

PARCEL 1:

SHEET 1 OF 1

In the City of Newport Beach, Couniy of Orange, State of California belng all of Lots 4 through 6 in Block 34 of the
Re-Subdvision of Corona Del Mar, as per inap recorded in Book 4, Page 67, of Miscellaneous Maps in the Office of

the County Recorder of said Orange County.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM the Northeasterly 86.00 feet thereof.

ALSO EXCEPTING THEREFROM the Southeaslterly 10.00 feet of said Lot 4.

Containing 0.314 Acres {13,887 sq. ft.), more or less.

Alf as shown on Exhibit 'B' atlached hereto and by this reference made a part hereof,

SUBJECT TO EASEMENTS, COVENANTS, COND/ TIONS, RESTRICTIONS, RESERVATIONS, RIGHTS,
RIGHTS OF WAY, AND OTHER MATTERS OF RECORD, IF ANY.,

PREFPARED BY ME OR UNDER MY

D, ONyAPRIL 08, 2011.

Y

. 6-14
OLAV S, MEUM LS 4384

940ﬁ14431




EXHIBIT 'B’

CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH
LOT MERGER No. IM_11_—___ _.

{Map)

Owners

Existing Parcels
AP Number

Proposed Parcels
Referenca Number

THE JOHN GUIDA TRUST, DATED 9/17/2010, AS TRUSTEE
THE JULIE GUIDA TRUST, DATED 9/17/2010, AS TRUSTEE

052-061-26
052-061-25

PARCEL 1
0.314 AC (gross)
0.286 AC (net)

PP e

EASEMENT NOTE:

SHEET 2 OF 2

AN EASEMENT FOR INGRESS AND EGRESS, PIPE LINES, POLE LINES AND QTHER PUBLIC
UTILITIES FOR THE BENEFIT OF AND TO BE USED IN COMMON BY THE OWNERS OF LAND IN
LOTS 3, 4, 5 & 6 OF BLOCK 34 AS RECORDED ON MAY 11, 1951 IN BOCK 2iB7, PAGE 233

& BOOK 2187, PAGE 235, BOTH OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

10° WIDE EASEMENT FOR SEWER PURPOSES RECORDED IN BOOK 2165, PAGE 614 OF OFFICIAL
RECORDS, AS SHOWN ON PARCEL MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 65, PAGE 21 OF PARCEL MAPS.

10" WIDE EASEMENT FOR SEWER PURPOSES RECORDED IN BOOK 2165, PAGE 611 OF OFFICIAL
RECORDS, AS SHOWN ON PARCEL MAP RECORDED IN BOOK 65, PAGE 21 OF PARCEL MAPS,

SURVEYOR'S NOTE:

A PORTION OF THE LAND INGLUDED WITHIN THIS LOT MERGER AS DESCRISED IN PARCEL
2 OF THE LATEST GRANT DEED RECORDED ON DECEMBER 20, 2010 AS INSTRUMENT No,
2010000708142 O.R. AGREES WITH THE LAND SHOWN AS PARCEL 1 OF A PARCEL MAP

RECORDED ON DECEMBER 5, 1974 IN BOOK 65, PAGE 21 OF PARCEL MAPS.

9

11
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Ttem No. 4da
0 Materials Received
%f Appeal of Lot Merger
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PROOF OF
PUBLICATION

STATE OF CALIFORNIA)
} 8.
COUNTY OF ORANGE )

I am a cilizen of the United Statos and a
resident of the Gounty of Los Angelas; ¢
am over the age of elghtaen yaars, and
not a parly to or interested n the nolice
published. | am a pringipal clork of the
MEWPORT BCACH/COSTA MESA
DALY PILOT, which was adjudged a
nawspaper of genaral clrculallen on
Saplember 28, 1861, easo AGZ 14, and
Jime 11, 1963, case AZ4831, for the
City of Costa Mesa, County of Qrango,
and the State of California. Aftachod fo
1his Affldavit Is a trus and complele copy
as was printed and published on lhe
lollowing date(sh

Saturday, October 8, 2011

1 certify {or declare} under ponalty of
perjury that the foregolng Is true and
corect,

Executad on Cctobor 11, 2011
at Los Angeles, California

Slgrature

?3(;?.1\’50 a
COMMUNTY

007 13208
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City Council
Attachment 8

Appeal of Planning Commission Denial
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crry oF NewporT BEAcH RECENED

APPLICATION TO APPEAL DEGISION OF THE PLANNIN@ICONMMISHIND: 41

Appncaﬂon No. PI‘OJect No. PA2011“143, Lot Merge!‘ No. Lh12011-002 CELCE OF
THE CITY CLERK
Name of Appellant John Guida %}?{91(?{.949.‘?" B BEACH
or person filing: Phone; ]
8 Old Course Drive, Newport Beach, CA 92660 '
Address:
' o October 20, 2011
Date of Planning Cominission decision; . 20
. . The John Guida Trust and The Julie Guida Trust
Regarding applicatlon of: for

(Description of application filed with Planning Commission) _On October 20, 2011, the Planning Commission

considered an appeal of the City Zoning Administrator’s approval of John and Julie Guida’s application for a lot

merger. The Planning Commission reversed the Zoning Administrator's decision and rejected the Guidas’ request for

a lot merger, The lot merger application concerns portions of Lots 4, 5, and 6, 8lock 34 of Corona del Mar, commonty

known as 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard, Corona del Mar.

Reasons for Appeal : The Planning Commission impropetly concluded that the proposed lot morger would

have a detrimental effect on the health, comfort and general welfare of persons residing or working in the

neighborhood, and it improperly concluded that the merged lot would be inconsistent with the surrounding pattern

of development and would create a lot whose size was Incompatible with the surrounding development,

Y ‘

Signature of Appellant

il b ’Fm"\/

Date /¢~ R 2

._;13_.,_%;
CITY CLERK :
£
FOR OFFICE USE ONLY m
Date Appeal filed and Administrative Fee received: 0 (. TOBER. /&/I . 20 l l :

Hearing Date. An appeal shall be scheduled for a hearing before the City Council within sixly (60) days of the
filing of the appeal unless hoth applicant and appellant or reviewing body consent to a later date (NBMC Sec,
20.95.060)
€c:.  Appsailant

Planning (furnish one sel of mailing labals for matling)

Fitg

APPEALS: Municipal Code See. 20.95.050(B)
Appeal Fee: $4,062.00 pursuanl to Resolution No. 2011-24 adopled on 3-8-11,

(Deposit funds with Cashier in Account #2700-5000)
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Attachment No. PC 5

Proposed Aiternative Development Standards



Proposed Guida Development Standards
2808 & 2812 Ocean Blvd.
Lot Merger No. LM2011-002
Corona del Mar
March 8, 2012

Zoning Code Standards sited below are from the City of Newport Beach
Zoning Code — Title 20 (Ordinance No 2010-21)
Adopted Oclober 26, 2010. Effective November 25, 2010.

Lot Size: Zone: R-1 (Single-Unit Residential
2808 Ocean Bivd: 7,194 SF
2812 Ocean Blvd: 6,499 SF
Lols as Merged: 13,693 SF

City Requirements — Set Backs

Proposed Development Standards

Front: 20 Front: 20
Rear: 10' Rear: 10
Left Side yard: 4 Left Side yard: 4
Right Side yard: 4' Right Side yard: 4'

City Requirements —

Proposed Development Standards

Merged Lots Buildable Area

10,046 SF 10,046 SF
Maximum Floor Area Limit

1.5 F.AL 1.0F.AL.

15,069 SF 10,046 SF

Per Newport Beach Zoning Code Subterranean
Basements SF does not count toward F.A.L.

City Requirement — Establishment of Grade

Proposed Development Standards

Establishment of Grade: “The grade of a lot shall
be established by one of the following methods”

5 percent or less slope. On lots where the slope of
the 4-sided polygon is 5 percent or less, the grade of
the surface from which structure height is measured
shall be a plane established using the average of the
elevations at each corner of the 4-sided polygon.

Height Based on Established Grade of:
By averaging four corners of

Total 280.8 + 4=

70.2
71.4'
72.4
68.7'
68.3
70.2

City Requirement - Height

Proposed for Flat Roof One-Story Home

Base Height Zone R-1:
Allowed Maximum Building Height

Proposed Maximum Building Height:

All heights measured from Established Grade of

70.20°

24'-0" for Flat Roof

34% upto 15'6”
(Floor of Roof Deck)

33% up to 15
{Measured to top of roof)

33% up to 14’
{Measured to top of roof)




Attachment No. PC 6

Conceptual Plans and Photo Sims



PRIVATE RESIDENCE

BINCLAIR ABBOCIATES ARCHITECTS INC. OWNS THE COPYRIGHT OF THIS UNIT DRAWING UNAUTHORIZED
PARTIAL OR COMPLETE REPRODUCTION IN EITHER 2 OR 3 DIMENSIONALFORMMAY RESULT NLEGALACTION.
THE USE OF THEBE PLANS, DETAILE AND SPECIFICATIONS SHALLBE RESTRICTED TO THE ORIBINALSITE FOR
WHICH THEY WERE PREPARED AND PUBLICATION THEREDF I8 EXPRESELY LMITED TOSUCHUSE.
REPRODUCTIONS, PUBLICATION, OR REUSE BY ANY METHOD IN WHOLE ORE INPART I PROHBITED. TITLETO
PREJUDICE. VIBUAL CONTACT WITH THESE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS SHALLCONSTITUTE PRMA FACE
EVIDENCE OF THE ACCEPTANCE OF THESE RESTRICTIONS.

2312 OCEAN AVENUE
CORONA DEL MAR, CALIFORNIA

LA.

1007 BROXTON AVE. STUDIO 210 | LOS ANGELES, CA. 90024 | 310/ 824-8420 | FAX 310/824-8430

CONSULTANT LIST PROJECT INFORMATION SHEET INDEX

PRIVATE RESIDENCE | SINCLAIR ASSOCIATES ARCHITECTS

OWNER JOHN & JULIE GUIDA SCOPE OF WORK. ﬂ_wwﬂqomwum%hmnm Mrz_m)_%mmwﬂwq"ﬂmwﬁz%wmzq STORMWATER POLLUTION STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION DEVICES AND PRACTICES A00 COVER SHEET
2812 OCEAN AVENUE ' . PREVENTION NOTES SHALL BE INSTALLED AND/OR INSTITUTED AS NECESSARY TO ENSURE
CORONA DEL MAR, CA COMPLIANCE TO THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH WATER QUALITY ENERGY STRUCTURAL
PHONE: JOOKIOKIONK STANDARDS CONTAINED IN ITS MUNICIPAL CODE AND ANY EROSION 2R
FAX: XOOKXIKIO0K LEGAL DESCRIFTION LOTS §, 6, AND PORTION OF LOT 4, BLOCK 34 CONTROL PLAN ASSOCIATED WITH THIS PROJECT. ALL SUCH DEVICES
RESUBDIVISION OF CORONA DEL MAR
AND PRACTICES SHALL BE MAINTAINED, INSPECTED ENSURE T.24 ENERGY COMPLIANCE FORMS 840 GEERAL NOTES
ADEQUACY AND PROPER FUNCTION AND/OR MONITORED THROUGHOUT
THE DURATION OF THE CONSTRUCTION PROJECT. 820 FOUNDATION PLAN <
TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION TYPE VB/ SFR. ARCHITECTURAL
ARCHITECT SINCLAIR ASSOCIATES ARCHITECTS ALA. TYPE OF CONSTRUCTION ARCHITECTURAL )
1007 BROXTON AVE. STUDIO 210 OCCUPANCY CLASSIF.: R3U COMPLIANCE TO THE WATER QUALITY STANDARDS AND ANY EROSION 8-2.0a SHORING PLAN g o
LOS ANGELES, CA 80024 CONTROL PLAN ASSOCIATED WITH THIS PROJECT INCLUDES, BUT IS = m
PHONE: 310.824.9420 NOT LIMITED TO THE FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS: A0 GENERAL NOTES 821 ENTRY LEVEL FRAMING PLAN >
d |
FAX: 310.824.9430 GROSS PROJECT AREAS TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE 1. SEDIMENTS AND OTHER POLLUTANTS SHALL BE RETAINED ON SITE AD2 GENERAL NOTES 822 ROOF FRAMING & HIGH ROOF FRAMING PLAN g
RE: A-1.0a FOR DIAGRAMS UNTIL PROPERLY DISPOSED OF, AND MAY NOT BE TRANSPORTED FROM m o
ENTRY LEVEL = CONDITIONED SF 5,127.86 . THE SITE VIA SHEET FLOW, SWALES, AREA DRAINS, NATURAL DRAINAGE A03 SPECIFICATIONS 83.0 TYPICAL CONCRETE DETALS <
ENTRY LEVEL = UNCONDITIONED 8F (GARAGEMECH.) 824.19 sf. COURSES OR WIND. m O
SURVEYOR TOAL ENGINEERING, INC. 2. STOCKPILES OF EARTH AND OTHER CONSTRUCTION-RELATED A0A CAL GREEN / GENERAL RESIDENTIAL NOTES 834 TYPICAL CONCRETE DETALS RE
130 AVENIDA NAVARRO TOTALGROUNDLEVELSF MATERIALS SHALL BE PROTECTED FROM BEING TRANSPORTED FROM 832 TYPICAL CONCRETE DETALS O
_mnuz owm.smz._.m. CA 82672 o4 59520581, THE SITE BY THE FORCES OF WIND AND WATER FLOW. A-10 SITE PLAN
FAX: 049.498.8825 BASEMENT LEVEL = CONDITIONED SF 4423638t 3. FUELS, OILS, SOLVENTS, AND OTHER TOXIC MATERIALS SHALL BE A-1.0a SQUARE FOOTAGE DIAGRAMS 840 TYPICAL WOOD DETAILS
BASEMENT LEVEL = UNCONDITIONED SF (MECH.) 1,578.05sf. STORED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THEIR LISTING AND ARE NOT TO
CONTAMINATE THE SOIL AND SURFACE WATERS. ALL APPROVED A2D LOWER LEVEL FLOOR PLAN 84.1 TYPICAL WOOD DETALS
TOTAL BASEMENT LEVEL SF STORAGE CONTAINERS ARE TO BE PROTECTED FROM THE WEATHER.
= 600168sf SPILLS MUST BE CLEANED UP IMMEDIATELY A ND DISPOSED OF IN A A2 ENTRY LEVEL FLOOR PLAN 842 TYPICAL DETALS
PROPER MANNER. SPILLS MAY NOT BE WASHED INTO THE DRAINAGE
GEOLOGIST COAST GEOTECHNICAL. INC. SYSTEM, NOR BE ALLOWED TO SETTLE OR INFILTRATE INTO SOLL. A2.2 ROOF LEVEL FLOOR PLAN 8-5.0 TYPICAL STEEL DETALS
14747 ARTESIA BLVD. SUITE 1D TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE 11853.73 8. 4. EXCESS OR WASTE CONCRETE MAY NOT BE WASHED INTO THE A23 ROOF PLAN $6.1 TYPICAL STEEL AND STUD DETALS
__wnu-_.wm)o? CA. 80638 . PUBLIC WAY OR ANY OTHER DRAINAGE SYSTEM. PROVISIONS SHALL BE 2.
714.621.2827 M ADE TO RETAIN CONCRETE WASTES ON SITE UNTIL THEY CAN BE
5. TRASH AND CONSTRUCTION SOLID WASTES SHALL BE DEPOSITED A3.1 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS
TOTAL LOT AREA - SETBACKS x 1.5 = TOTAL ALLOWABLE SQUARE FOOTAGE INTO A COVERED RECEPTACLE TO PREVENT CONTAMINATION OF
RAINWATER AND DISPERSAL BY WIND. A32 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS L1 HARDSCAPE PLAN
LOT AREA (2808 & 2812) = 13,693.73 8.
CIVIL ENGINEER TOAL ENGINEERING, INC. 6. SEDIMENTS AND OTHER MATERIALS MAY NOT BE TRACKED FROM A32 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS 14 DIMENSION PLAN
VL ERRINEER 130 AVENIDA NAVARRO LOT AREA - SETBACKS = 10,046.14 s THE SITE BY VEHICULAR TRAFFIC. THE CONSTRUCTION ENTRANCE
SAN CLEMENTE. CA 02672 T ROADWAYS MUST BE STABILIZED SO AS TO INHIBIT SEDIMENTS FROM AS4 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS L2 CONSTRUCTION DETALS
PHONE: ' 040.402.8608 LOT AREA - SETBACKS x 1.5 = 15,089.21 84, BEING DEPOSITED INTO THE PUBLIC WAY. ACCIDENTAL DEPOSITS SHALL
FAX: 040.408.8625 BE SWEPT UP IMMEDIATELY AND MAY NOT BE WASHED DOWN BY RAIN OR A40 SECTIONS L3 LIGHTING PLAN
OTHER MEANS.
TOTAL ALLOWABLE SQUARE FOOTAGE 15,069.21 sf. 7. ANY SLOPES WITH DISTURBED SOILS OR REMOVED VEGETATION A4 SECTIONS L4 IRRIGATION PLAN
SHALL BE STABILIZED TO INHIBIT EROSION BY WIND AND WATER. AED L L EVEL REFLECTED
8. STORMWATER POLLUTION PREVENTION DEVICES AND/OR L4 IRRIGATION LEGEND
PRACTICES SHALL BE MODIFIED AS NEEDED AS THE PROJECT ABA ENTRY LEVEL REFLECTED CEILING PLAN L6 IRRIGATION DETALLS
STRUCTURAL T Sl LD CROUP APPLICABLE CODES 2010 EDITIONS OF THE CALIFORNIA BUILDING CODE (CBC), PROGRESSES TO ENSURE EFFECTIVENESS.
NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92680 CALIFORNIA PLUMBING, MECHANICAL AND ELECTRICAL A6.2 ROOF LEVEL REFLECTED CEILING PLAN L8 IRRIGATION SPECS
PHONE: 714.623.6082 CODES (CPC, CMC AND CEC), AND 2008 BUILDING ENERGY
EFFICIENCY STANDARDS AS WELL AS LOCAL A-80 DOOR & WINDOW SCHEDULE L-7 TREE PLAN
ORDINANCES AND REQUIREMENTS.
ATO DETALS L8 PLANTING PLAN
ATA DETALS Lo PLANTING DETALS
T24 ENERGY FR & ASSOCIATES INC. SEPARATE PERMIT - SOLAR PANEL
wDu._.zw MONICA, CA 80404 +10.629.5787 - WALLS & FENCES AT3 DETALS
EAX: 310.829.5782 - FREE STANDING STRUCTURES
’ - PATIO COVERS AT4 DETALS
*ALL DEFERRED SUBMITTALS TO BE REVIEWED BY PROJECT CVL
ARCHITECT AND ENGINEER OF RECORD AND CERTIFIED PRIOR TO —
SUBMITTAL FOR PLAN REVIEW.*
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT GREG GRISAMORE DESIGN, INC. 1 TITLE SHEET
1000 MISSION STREET , SUTEA
SOUTH PASADENA, CA 91030 Cc2 PRECISE GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN
PHONE: 626.220.9304
FAX: 628.229.5762 o= SECTIONS & DETALS H
c2 EROSION CONTROL PLAN T
c2 TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY X
w
<
REVISIONS
Plan Check
Comactions - 10.11.11
Planning Revisions
01.03.12
Planning Revisions
03.07.12
SCALE. __ NTS
DATE:

JOB: GUIDA




SITE PLAN NOTES

1. GENERAL GRADING REQUIREMENTS' DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING AND SAFETY IS MADE
PART OF THIS PLAN.

2 GEOLOGIC AND SOILS REPORT PREPARED BY COAST GEOTECHNICAL INC AND ALL
ADDENDUM THERETO IS MADE PART OF THIS PLAN. RECOMMENDATIONS IN THE ABOVE
STATED REPORTS TO BE STRICTLY FOLLOWED.

3. ALL FOOTINGS SHALL BE FOUNDED INTO NATURAL UNDISTURBED SOIL OR FOUNDED INTO
CERTIFIED RECOMPACTED FILL PER THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH SPECIFICATIONS. CITY

INSPECTION APPROVALS AND CERTIFICATION REQUIRED. LICENSED SOILS ENGINEER TO ALL SIDEYARD AND
INSPECT AND CERTIFY RECOMPACTION AS RECOMMENDED BY ABOVE STATED GEOLOGIC 6 FT HIGH WALL SETBACK DIMENSIONS ARE
AND SOILS REPORTS. MEASURED TO FACE OF

THE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS REMAIN WITH THE ARCHITEGT, SNGLAIR ASSOCIATES ARCHITECTS WITHOUT
PREAIDICE. VIBUAL CONTACT WITH THESE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS SHALL CONSTITUTE PRIMA FACIE
EVIDENCE OF THE ACCEPTANCE OF THESE RESTRICTIONS.

REPRODUCTIONS, PUBLICATION, OR REUSE BY ANY METHOD IN WHOLE ORE IN PART IS PROHBITED. TITLE TO

mmwmmmmm:mummm

SINCLAIR ASSOCIATES ARCHITECTS INC. OWNS THE COPYRIGHT OF THIS UNIT DRAWING UNAUTHORIZED
PARTIAL OR COMPLETE REPRODUCTION IN EITHER 2 OR 3 DIMENSIONAL FORM MAY REBLLT IN LEGAL ACTION.
WHICH THEY WERE PREPARED AND PUBLICATION THEREOF IS EXPRESSLY LIMITED TO SUCH USE.

4. CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH SOILS APPROVAL LETTER AND ALL ADDENDUM THERETO
SHALL BE PART OF THIS PLAN AND SET OF PERMIT DRAWINGS.

5. CITY GRADING PRE-INSPECTION REPORT PLAN TAG SHALL BE PART OF THE PLAN.

6. ALL CONCENTRATED DRAINAGE INCLUDING ROOF WATER SHALL BE CONDUCTED AT A
SLOPE OF 2% MINIMUM.-SEE PRECISE GRADING PLAN.

7. A LICENSED SURVEYOR OR CiVIL ENGINEER SHALL PROVIDE MONITORING OF
IMPROVEMENTS ON ADJACENT PROPERTIES AND SUBMIT A WEEKLY REPORT TO THE
CONTRACTOR ON A DAILY BASIS THROUGH OUT THE DURATION OF THE PROJECT.

8. NO TRENCHES OR EXCAVATIONS 5 OR MORE IN DEPTH INTO WHICHA PERSON IS
REQUIRED TO DESCEND, OR, OBTAIN NECESSARY PERMIT FROM THE STATE OF
CALIFORNIA DIVISION OF INDUSTRIAL SAFETY PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF A BULDING
OR GRADING PERMIT. (HSC 17922.5 EFF. 3-6-76).

9. THE CONSTRUCTION OR DEMOLITION OF ANY BUILDING, STRUCTURE, SCAFFOLDING OR SUMP PUMP/PIT
FALSE WORK MORE THAN 3 STORIES OR 36' IN HEIGHT, REQUIRES A PERMIT FROM THE LOCATIONS: )
STATE OF CALIFORNIA DIVISION OF INDUSTRIAL SAFETY PRIOR TO THE ISSUANCE OF A CONTRACTORTO
BUILDING PERMIT. (HSC 17822.5, EFFECTIVE 3-6-76). VERIFY EXACT

10. A SEPARATE SET OF LANDSCAPE & CIVIL DRAWINGS WILL COMPLETE THS mﬁ_-ﬂs_.
ARCHTECTURAL PLAN, INCLUDING INFORMATION ON POOL/SPA, GRADING, DRAINAGE, REQUIRENENTS
RETAINING WALLS, HARDSCAPE, PLANTING MATERIAL, LIGHTING AND IRRIGATION. :

1. CONTRACTOR TO INFORM ARCHITECT OF ANY DISCREPANCIES BETWEEN
ARCHTECTURAL, LANDSCAPE AND CiVIL DRAWINGS.

12, ALL GRADES SHALL SLOPE 2% MINIMUM AWAY FROM BUILDING ANDBE A MINIMUM OF 6*
BELOWWOOD SILL PLATE AT PERIMETER OF BUILDING. SEE GRADING PLAN FOR

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION. EXISTING SURVEY IN
13. FOR GRADES SPECIFIED TO BE LESS THAN 6" FROM WOOD SILL PLATES AND FORAREAS BACKGROUND.

WHERE CONCRETE PAVING IS ADJACENT TO BUILDING, SILL PLATES SHALL BE

PROTECTED WITH A CONTINUOUS STRIP OF W.R GRACE 4000 BITUTHENE

WATERPROOFING MEMBRANE COVERED WITH GALVANIZED SHEET METAL FLASHING,

_

BUILDING FACADE
_ MATERIALS, NOT FRAMING.
|
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PLANS FOR MORE INFO.
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1007 BROXTON AVE. STUDIO 210 | LOS ANGELES, CA. 80024 | 310/ 824-9420 | FAX 310/824-9430
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BOTH PROJECTING 6" BELOW WOOD SILL PLATE AND 6" ABOVE GRADE. WIDTH OF
WATERPROOFING WILL VARY ACCORDING TO GRADE ELEVATION.

14. A LICENSED SURVEYOR OR CIVIL ENGINEER SHALL LAY OUT STRUCTURES ON THE SITE
AND SHALL PROVIDE A CERTIFIED PLAN INDICATING THAT THE STRUCTURES ARE
LOCATED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE APPROVED PLANS. THE SAME SURVEYOROR
ENGINEER SHALL ALSO CERTIFY ALL RDGE HEIGHTS PRIOR TO SETTING RIDGE BEAMS uwf
>3r><_zogagw>ﬂ_ma.mmmagvr>zmo_a§_§>ﬂg

15. THE BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION IS FOR THE DEFINED SCOPE OF WORK AS OUTLINED
ON THIS SHEET ONLY. THIS PERMIT APPLICATION DOES NOT INCLUDE LANDSCAPE

[ 7

BACKGROUND.

|
|
_
|
,, —~—— EXISTING SURVEY IN
|
|
\

[ [ 1

[

ELEMENTS, HARDSCAPE, POOL/SPA/FOUNTAIN

16. THIS PERMIT APPLICATION DOES NOT INCLUDE MECHANICAL, PLUMBING AND
ELECTRICAL PERMITS.

17. THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE WILL PROCESS PLANS THROUGH PLAN CHECK REVIEW
FOR THE BUILDING PERMIT ONLY. CONTRACTOR WILL BE RESPONSIBLE TO SIGN AND
OBTAIN THE BUILDING PERMIT ON BEHALF OF THE OWNER.

18. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING ALL OTHER PERMITS, INCLUDING
ELECTRICAL, MECHANICAL, PLUMBING AND LANDSCAPE PERMITS. ANY APPLICATION
FORMS OR DRAWINGS REQUIRED FOR SAID PERMITS WILL BE PREPARED BY THE
SUBCONTRACTOR AND REMUNERATION SHALL BE INCLUDED INBID.

19. INSPECTION REQUIRED FOR POOL EQUIPMENT LOCATION AND SET UP POOL UNDER PATIO
SEPARATE PERMIT.

|
20. THE SOILS ENGINEER IS TO APPROVE THE KEY OR BOTTOM AND LEAVE A CERTIFICATE |
ON THE SITE FOR THE GRADING INSPECTOR. THE GRADING INSPECTOR IS TO BE SLOPE SIDEYARD FOR
NOTIFIED BEFORE ANY GRADING BEGINS AND FOR BOTTOM INSPECTION, BEFORE FILL IS ADA/WHEEL CHAIR ACCESS
PLACED. FILL MAY NOT BE PLACED WITHOUT APPROVAL OF THE GRADING INSPECTOR. — FROM MOTORCOURT TO
|
|

[ T T T ]
.

_ . ALL SIDEYARD AND
Ay SETBACK DIMENSIONS ARE
— MEASURED TO FACE OF

l
Y
S

L1 [ 1

BUILDING FACADE

PATIO ,
- _ MATERIALS, NOT FRAMING.

PROPERTY LINE

[T T T T T T ] . 6 FTHGHWALL

L IV

21, GENERAL SURVEY NOTE: THE EXTERIOR BOUNDARY SHOWN HERE WAS OBTAINED FROM SP L ARD.
THE RECORDED DATA OR PHYSICAL SURVEYS BY OTHERS. THE INFORMATION SHOWN
HEREON IS NOT TO BE CONSTRUED AS A TRACT MAP, RECORD OF SURVEY OR RECORD
ABLE DOCUMENT. THE DATA PRESENTED IS FOR CONSTRUCTION STAKING AND MUST BE
CHECKED AGAINST LEGAL SURVEYS BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH GRADING OR
CONSTRUCTION,

22, ALL TOPOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION SHOWN HEREON WAS OBTAINED FROM SURVEYS BY STORY RESIDENCE
OTHERS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR VERIFYING ALL CONTOURS R w/SUBTERRANEAN BASEMENT AND
AND ESTABLISHING DRAINAGE PATTERNS PRIOR TO COMMENCING GRADING OR A - . N I_|. ROOF OBSERVATION DECK.
CONSTRUCTION. i g / ' TOTAL = 9,551.49 CONDITIONED SF*

23. DURING CONSTRUCTION OF THE STRUCTURE LOT DRAINAGE MUST BE MAINTAINED. ITIS 6 FT HIGH WALL
SUGGESTED THAT AFTER THE FOUNDATIONS ARE POURED AND THE UTILITY TRENCH
COMPLETED, THE DRAINAGE PROVISIONS, INCLUDING BERMS, BE RESTORED TO DRAIN
TOWARD STREET, OR OTHER APPROVED DRAINAGE DEVICES. NO RUNOFF SHALL BE
DISCHARGED OVER ANY SLOPE DIRECTED ONTO ADJACENT PROPERTIES. THIS SHOULD
BE DONE BEFORE THE LUMBER FOR FRAMING IS PLACED ON THE LOT.

24, ALL ROOF DRAINAGE TO BE TAKEN TO THE STREET OR OTHER APPROVED DRAINAGE I — N
PATHVIANONEROSIVEDEVICES. @ W WP | | e e e e m N\ |
|

25, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF ALL UTILITY METERS (LI LI
WITH THE UTILITY COMPANIES. THE EXACT LOCATIONS TO BE VERIFIED WITH THE

2812 OCEAN BLVD
CORONA DEL MAR, CA

— N HATCH DENOTES PROPOSED SINGLE

N 40°00'00" E 179.38"

PRIVATE RESIDENCE | SINCLAIR ASSOCIATES ARCHITECTS

** SEE SHEET A1.0a FOR SQUARE FOOTAGE
BREAKDOWN.™

4

N A TR oo N T N>/ VY’~
SNSRI

D,

ARCHITECT PRIOR TO TRENCHING.

26. IN THE EVENT EXCAVATION REVEAL UNFAVORABLE CONDITIONS, THE SERVICES OF THE
SOILS ENGINEER AND OR GEOLOGIST MAY BE REQUIRED.

B A
“SWIMMING POOL

27. LOCATE A/C COMPRESSOR PADS PER LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT'S PLAN. VERFY
REQUIREMENTS WITH LOCAL GOVERNING AGENCIES PRIOR TO COMMENCING ANY 4
CONSTRUCTION. COMPRESSORS MUST BE SCREENED FROM VIEW. SCREENING SHALL
BE DESIGNED BY THE LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

28, ANY DOORS LEADING DIRECTLY TO POOL AREA WITHOUT AN APPROVED POOL
ENCLOSURE; AN ALARM SYSTEM SHALL BE INSTALLED PER THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE
CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH. *

29. PLANS FOR SINGLE FAMILY DWELLINGS AND DUPLEXES ARE NOT CHECKED FOR

_
PLUMBING, MECHANICAL, AND CODE COMPLIANCE. THESE FIELDS ARE SUBJECT TO T-W.
FIELD INSPECTION. 7550 4% [
_
_

| T T T T |
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30. SEPARATE PERMIT IS REQUIRED FOR EACH BUILDING OR STRUCTURE, L.e., FENCE
WALLS, RETAINING WALLS, OUTDOOR AND INDOOR SWIMMING POOLS / SPAS.

31. PROVIDE HOUSE STREET NUMBER VISIBLE AND LEGIBLE FROM STREET - SEE
LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT'S DRAWINGS.

32, ALL UTILITY SERVICES ARE TO BE UNDERGROUND.

33. ANY LIGTHING FIXTURE WITHIN 5' OF THE INTERIOR WALL OF A POOL SHALL BE POOL
RATED. SEE LANDSCAPE PLANS FOR LIGHTING PLAN.

-PLANTERS-
— B |
) 2H H A H -

72.50 _

_
_
PLANNING NOTES TW. _ .\.t__.._ ﬁ
_

1. "HEIGHT CERTIFICATION REQUIRED." TO TOP OF ELEVATORAND FLAT _ _
ROOF STRUCTURE ON THE EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS.

2. ELEVATORMAY NOT EXCEED 30 SQ. FT. IN AREA ABOVE THE 24-FT O = Oras
HEIGHT LIMIT.

3.  POOLS, SPAS, WALLS, FENCES, PATIO COVERS AND OTHER L LT [ L m_w%, L [ | [~
FREESTANDING STRUCTURES REQUIRE SEPARATE REVIEWS AND | T [ [ | _w.m _u gy 2 =

P T | [ [ ] mwﬂw _ SUREAN RS 2
o ) |smm s nmm ) omen) | (5 10| SNSRI ar
d : . NS

& [T T T 1 — FAroScAPEPLAN- -
BUILDING NOTES

STONE PLANTER WALLS TO
MATCH HOUSE; SEE

:

GENERAL:

]
1. A CallOSHA PERMIT IS REQUIRED FOR EXCAVATIONS DEEPER THAN & ﬂw

AND FOR SHORING AND UNDERPINNING. - EXISTING SURVEY IN

BACKGROUND.

LIGHT & VENTILATION: /

2. ROOMS CONTAINING BATHTUBS, SHOWERS, SPAS AND SIMLAR
FIXTURES SHALL BE PROVIDED WITH AN EXHAUST FAN WITHA MNIMUM
CAPACITY OF 50 CFM. DUCTLESS FANS ARE NOT ACCEPTABLE. TW

PROPERTY LINE
8

4'0" SIDE YARD SETBACK
\

VENEER/ FIREPLACE: 68.50

SITE PLAN w/ENTRY LEVEL FLOOR PLAN

3. FACTORY-BULT FIREPLACES, CHIMNEYS AND ALL OTHER COMPONENTS
SHALL BE LISTED AND LABELED AND SHALL BE INSTALLED IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE CONDITIONS OF THE LISTING. R1004.1

4. DECORATIVE SHROUDS SHALL NOT BE INSTALLED AT THE TERMINATION \\
OF FACTORY-BUILT CIMNEYS EXCEPT WHERE SUCH SHROUDS ARE \\
LISTED AND LABELED FOR USE WITH THE SPECIFIC FACOTRY-BUILT ENN
CHIMNEY SYSTEM AND ARE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH N
MANUFACTURER'S INSTALLATION INSTRUCTIONS. R1005.2 N

ENEROY EFFICIENCY AN

q.xqﬁmzmgaqméﬂzﬁzgaﬂagg_gg >u£.3..A
MINIMUM EXHAUST RATE OF 100 cim. BEES 150{o), Exc. 5 TO 152(a) & < 1644
ASHRAE Std. 62.2 S

FIRE SPRINKLER REGULATIONS

6. SPRINKLERS:

EXCEED 2,000 5. AND EXGEED 80% OF THE AREA OF THE EXSTNG @ SITE PLAN

STRUCTURE, REQUIRE INSTALLTION OF A FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM
THROUGHOUT THE STRUCTURE.

b. OBTAIN FIRE SPRINKLER PERMIT PRIORTO CALLING FORROOF
SHEATHING INSPECTION.

FIREPLACES/CHIMNEY CAPS

FIREPLACES AND BBQS THAT ORIGINATE FROM THE EXTERIOR OF A
RESIDENCE ARE NOT ALLOWED TO EXCEED A HEIGHT OF 24 FEET

ABOVE THE 9.00 ELEVATION. IF A FIREPLACE ORIGINATES WITHIN THE
RESIDENCE, IT CAN ONLY BE AS TALL AS THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT REVISIONS

REQUIRES FOR ABSOLUTE MINIMUM REQUIRED DRAW PLUS, AN Plan Check
ADDITIONAL 2 FEET IN HEIGHT FOR CHIMNEY CAP AND SPARK Corrections - 10.11.11
ARRESTOR THE ZONING CODE ALLOWANCE IS LIMITED TO 2 FEET IN Planning Revisions
WIDTH, 4 FEET IN DEPTH, AND 1 FOOT IN HEIGHT. 01.08.12
Planning Revisions
03.07.12
ESTABLISHED AVERAGE GRADE SCALE: %"=10"
DATE:
AVERAGE GRADE =70.20 JOB: GUIDA

**SEE ELEVATIONS FOR CLEAR DENOTATION OF GRADE™




ENTRY LEVEL = CONDITIONED SF 5,127.86 sf.
ENTRY LEVEL = UNCONDITIONED SF (GARAGE/MECH.) 824.19 s
TOTAL GROUND LEVEL SF
5,952.05 sf.
BASEMENT LEVEL = CONDITIONED SF 4,423.63 sf.
BASEMENT LEVEL = UNCONDITIONED SF (MECH.) 1,678.05 sf.
TOTAL BASEMENT LEVEL SF
6,001.68 sf.
TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE 11,963.73 sf.

TOTAL ALLOWABLE SQUARE FOOTAGE

TOTAL LOT AREA - SETBACKS x 1.5 = TOTAL ALLOWABLE SQUARE FOOTAGE

LOT AREA (2808 & 2812)= 13,693.73 sf.
LOT AREA - SETBACKS = 10,046.14 sf.
LOT AREA - SETBACKS x 1.6= 15,069.21 sf.
TOTAL ALLOWABLE SQUARE FOOTAGE 15,069.21 sf.
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- ﬁ ENTRY LEVEL -
: —
| | CELL DIMENSIONS _- AREA
I A 14 T 388.70 A.
B 14" . 49.38 sf.
c -0"x28'-6" 769.50 A.
D -~ MisC. 7.12sf
E \ MISC. 7.58 sf.
) E 23'-1%6'9" 155.79 L
| G 36'-7"x22-1" 807.68 sf
_ H 24'-0"x27-T" 662.00 s
| 22-7°Xx7-10" 176.87 sf.
J 14'-2°x18-11" 267.76 L.
K 4079 31.00sf
L 21-3"x19-10" 421.38 A.
M 3'-0°x6-10" 2049 sf
N 18'-3"x51'5" 938.23 a.H.
o 17-2°x13-0" 223.08 s
P 7-9°x6'9" 52.31sf
Q 8'-6"x4'2 3542sf
R 10'4"x5'-6" 56.81sf
s 71073 56.76 sf.
TOTAL oOzo_._._Ozmm
5,127.86 H&.
T 22'-0"x3110" 700.26 .
u 14'-7"x8'6" 123.93 a.+
TOTAL UNCONDITIONED
824.19sf

@ ENTRY LEVEL FLOOR PLAN
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THE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS REMAIN WITH THE ARCHITECT, S8INCLAR ASSOCIATES ARCHITECTS WITHOUT
PREJUDICE. VISUAL CONTACT WITH THESE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS SHALL CONSTITUTE PRIMA FACIE

THE USE OF THESE PLANS, DETAILS AND SPECIFICATIONS SHALL BE RESTRICTED TO THE ORIGINAL SITE FOR

WHICH THEY WERE PREPARED AND PUBLICATION THERECF IS EXPRESSLY LIMITED TO SUCHUSE.
REPRODUCTIONS, PUBLICATION, OR REUSE BY ANY METHOD IN WHOLE QRE IN PART 1§ PROHIBITED. TTTLE TO

SINCLAR ASSOCIATES ARCHITECTS INC. OWNS THE COPYRIGHT OF THIS UNIT DRAWING UNAUTHORIZED
PARTIAL OR COMPLETE REPRODUCTION IN EITHER 2 OR 3 DIMENSIONAL FORM MAY RESULT N LEGAL ACTION.
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21'4" —
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~LOWER LEVEL

e

ELL

DIMENSIONS AREA |

MTMOOW>0

-x0

22'-10"x56'4"
23'-4"x28-T
17-8x16-10°
17-9°x42 4
21'4"x2-¢"
13-2%104' 0"

1,286.20 81
666.85 u.“.
207.27 si
751.35 u.«.
53.32sf
1368.64 oﬂ.

TOTAL CONDITIONED
44236381

23'-4"x50-Z
13-2°x19'4"
13-2'x11' 8"

1,170.23 8.
254.38 81
153.44 A.

TOTAL UNCONDITIONED
1,578.05 51

@ LOWER LEVEL FLOOR PLAN

LA.
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2812 OCEAN BLVD
CORONA DEL MAR, CA
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SQUARE FOOTAGE CALCULATIONS
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01.03.12
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SCALE: %"=1'0"

DATE:

JOB: GUIDA




FIREPLACES AND BBQS THAT ORIGINATE FROM THE EXTERIOR OF A
RESIDENCE ARE NOT ALLOWED TO EXCEED A HEIGHT OF 24 FEET
ABOVE THE 9.00 ELEVATION. IF A FIREPLACE ORIGINATES WITHIN THE
RESIDENCE, IT CAN ONLY BE AS TALL AS THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT
REQUIRES FOR ABSOLUTE MINIMUM REQUIRED DRAW PLUS, AN
ADDITIONAL 2 FEET IN HEIGHT FOR CHIMNEY CAP AND SPARK
ARRESTOR THE ZONING CODE ALLOWANCE IS LIMITED TO 2 FEET IN
WIDTH AND 4 FEET IN DEPTH AND 1 FOOT IN HEIGHT.

SINCLAIRABBOCIATES ARCHITECTS INC. OWNS THE COPYRISHT OF THIS UNIT DRAWING UNAUTHORZED
PARTIAL OR COMPLETE REPRODUCTION IN EITHER 2 OR 3 DIMENSIONALFORMMAY RESULT NLEGALACTION
THE USE OF THEBE PLANS, DETAILE AND SPECIFICATIONS SHALLBE RESTRICTED TO THE ORIBINALSITE FOR
WHICH THEY WERE PREPARED AND PUBLICATION THEREOF IS EXPRESSLY LMTED TOSUCHUSE.
REPRODUCTIONS, PUBLICATION, OR REUSE BY ANY METHOD IN WHOLE ORE INPART I PROHBITED. TITLETO
PREJUDICE. VIBUAL CONTACT WITH THESE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS SHALLCONSTITUTE PRMA FACE
EVIDENCE OF THE ACCEPTANCE OF THESE RESTRICTIONS.

ELEVATION NOTES

1. EXTERIOR STAIR RISER PER LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT'S DRAWINGS UN.O. ALSO REFER
TO CIVIL PLANS FOR FINISHED SURFACE ELEVATIONS AT TOP AND/OR BOTTOM OF
STAIRS.

2. FINISHED GRADE. ALL SITE WORK TO BE COMPACTED IN STRICT ACCORDANCE WITH
THE SOILS ENGINEER'S RECOMMENDATIONS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

3. AZEK / WINDSOR ONE WALL CAP PER DETAILS. WHERE WALL IS USED AS A
GUARDRAIL: TOP OF WALL SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 42" ABOVE FINISHED SURFACE.
AT STAIRS A HANDRAIL SHALL BE INSTALLED AT NO HIGHER THAN 34" ABOVE NOSE OF
TREADS. RIDGE LINES AND ROOF DEGK RAILINGS.

4, DOOR/WINDOW TRIM: AZEK / WINDSOR ONE TRIM; PAINTED. SEE DETAILS. PROVIDE
5'-0"x5"-0" MOCK-UP FOR OWNER AND ARCHITECT APPROVAL.

5. CUSTOM-BILT STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF. SEE ROOF PLAN.
UNDERLAYMENT PER MANUFACTURER.

6. BUILT-OUT WOOD AND STEEL EAVE. SEE DETAILS FOR MORE INFORMATION.

7. ALL DRAINAGE CONCEALED. ALL DRAINS, GUTTERS, AND INWALL DOWNSPOUTS AT
SPECIFIED LOCATIONS, SEE ROOF PLAN AND FLOORPLANS. TIE ALL DOWNSPOUTS
TO SUB-SURFACE DRAINAGE SYSTEM PER CIVIL. ALSO, SEE SPECIFICATIONS.

LA.

1007 BROXTON AVE. STUDIO 210 | LOS ANGELES, CA. 90024 | 310/ 824-8420 | FAX 310/824-8430

8. STAINLESS STEEL CHIMNEY CAPS. SEE DETAILS FOR MORE INFORMATION. ALSO, SEE
SPECIFICATIONS. PROVIDE 5'-0"x5"-0" MOCK-UP FOR OWNER AND ARCHITECT
APPROVAL.

_
. FS. 24'0" MAX HEIGHT ALLOWED PER CITY REQUI 24'0" MAX _.ﬂ_&_._._. ALLOWED PER CITY REQUIREMENTS FS.

9. CUSTOM STEEL WINDOWS AND DOORS WITH TRUE DIVIDED LITES. SEE DOOR AND
WINDOW SCHEDULES FOR MANUFACTURER, FINISH, AND GENERAL NOTES.

10. METAL CLAD WOOD WINDOWS AND DOORS. SEE DOOR AND WINDOW SCHEDULES
FOR MANUFACTURER, FINISH, AND GENERAL NOTES.

1. GLASS ONALL SWINGING DOORS: GLAZING WITHIN 18" OF THE ADJACENT FLOOR
WALKING SURFACE SHALL BE FULLY TEMPERED. EXPOSED STEEL

12.  ROLL UP GARAGE DOORS. DOUGLAS FIR, PAINTED, WITH GLASS WINDOWS PER I-BEAM END PAINTED
MANUFACTURER SEE DOOR SCHEDULE FOR SPECIFICATIONS.

7 94.20

GLASS GUARDRAIL wSS

\VJ ﬂm._sz_._oin.zv. :
~ H i ‘Wu H
TN

7777771 —

e || B e

w/CONCEALED 8.8.
GUTTER; TYP.

18. WOOD BALCONY WITH GLASS GUARDRAIL. SEE SPECIFICATIONS AND DETAILS.

BbH [T

N Y 2, TH T 7777, N -
I 7 777 |4 TIW7 747 7 27 A7 = g 84.75

14. BUILT-IN BBQ/SERVING AREA PER LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

FS.
85.25

FS.
15. STONE VENEER WITH MATCHING STONE CAP. ANCHOR PER STRUCTURAL ENGINEER'S 85.26

TH I E

SPECIFICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS - PROVIDE 5'-0"x5'-0" MOCK-UP FOR OWNER
AND ARCHITECT APPROVAL.

16. SIDE YARD ACCESS GATES PER LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

24'0r

t
| .
t

17. GLASS GUARDRAILS SHALL BE A MINIMUM HEIGHT OF 36" MEASURED FROM TOP OF
FINISHED SURFACE (T.O.F.S.) UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. OPEN GUARDRAILS SHALL
HAVE INTERMEDIATE MEMBERS SPACED SUCH THAT NO SPHERE OF 4" DIAMETER
SHALL PASS THROUGH. ( %" MAX BETWEN GLASS PANELS). REFER TO DETAILS.

DBEU

m

R FJ .......
h
|

18. SLOPE ALL DECK SURFACES 2% TOWARDS DRAINS. SEE CIVIL ENGINEER'S DRAWINGS
FOR DRAINAGE PLAN.

110-
®

90"

16'-5" T.0. PARAPET
v
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19. CONTINUOUS METAL WEEP SCREED (MATERIAL PER SPECIFICATIONS). LOCATE WEEP
SCREED AT LOWEST POSSIBLE POINT OF CONCRETE FOOTING AND SILL PLATE
JUNCTURE (SEE DETAILS).

20. PROVIDE APPROVED SPARK ARRESTORS AT TOPS OF ALL FIREPLACE CHIMNEY'S WITH
EXHAUSTO CHIMNEY FANS. TOP OF CHIMNEY CAP SHALL NOT EXCEED 4' ABOVE ANY
ROOF OR HORIZONTAL SURFACE WITHIN 100", F.FE

2812 OCEAN BLVD
CORONA DEL MAR, CA
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21. LIGHT FIXTURE LOCATION. OWNER APPROVED FIXTURE. SEE ELECTRICAL SHEETS 72.00 -

FOR MORE INFORMATION.
A.G. AVERAGE GRADE PER CITY REQUI
22, SITE WALLS. SEE GRADING PLANS FOR ELEVATIONS. SEE STRUCTURAL ENGINEER'S 7020 - - "=

DRAWINGS FOR CONSTRUCTION. PROVIDE GRAVEL BACK-FILL AND DRAINAGE AT
FOOTING OF WALL (SEE STRUCTURAL AND CIVIL ENGINEER'S DETAILS). SEE GRADING
PLAN FORDRAINS. PROVIDE WATERPROOFING SYSTEM (SEE SPECIFICATIONS) AT ALL

PRIVATE RESIDENCE | SINCLAIR ASSOCIATES ARCHITECTS

SIDEWALK
67.50

RETAINING WALLS PER SPECIFICATIONS.

23. PROVIDE GARAGE VENTING PER U.B.C. REQUIREMENTS.

_ INFINITI EDGE WATER ARROWS DENOTE
24.  4"HARDIE PLANK CLAPBOARD SIDING, PAINTED; SEE DETAILS FOR MORE FEATURE; SEE DIRECTION OF WOOD LIFT
INFORMATION. PROVIDE 5'-0"x5'-0" MOCK-UP FOR OWNER AND ARCHITECT APPROVAL. _ LANDSCAPE PLANS FOR AND SLIDE POCKET
MORE INFO. DOORS; TYP.
25.  EXPOSED STEEL |-BEAMFASCIA WITH CONCEALED GUTTER; PAINTED. SEE DETAILS 2 » p »
FOR MORE INFORMATION. PROVIDE 5'-0"x5"-0" MOCK-UP FOR OWNER AND ARCHITECT 2 22 pr p STONE PLANTERS AND - P ” " P

APPROVAL. STEPS AT FRONT
T o

26. ADDRESS SIGN @ 6' A.F.F. LOCATION PER LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT. Q m wo zq mqwm mq mrm<>q—oz “ﬂ;%;ﬂnﬂgi

1 " E—

GENERAL NOTES

A GLASS ONDOORS AND WINDOWS SHALL BE LAMINATED GLASS WITH UV BLOCK.
(COMPLIES WITH UBC REQUIREMENT FOR TEMPERED GLASS AT HAZARDOUS
LOCATIONS). SEE WINDOW & DOOR SCHEDULE FOR MORE INFORMATION.

HEIGHT CERTIFICATION REQUIRED FOR ALL
RIDGE LINES AND ROOF DECK RAILINGS.

6 8 20 8 20 17 17 3 3
GLASS GUARDRAIL wSS
STANTIONS; TYP.
F.S. G 24'Q" MAX HEIGHT ALLOWED PER CITY REQUREMENTS _ _ _ _ _ \ _ _ _ 4 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __24'0" MAX HEIGHT ALLOWED PER CITY REQUIREMENTS F.S. v
9420 92.59 92.59 DENOTES YMBOL DENOTES 8.8. WALL CAP, TYP 94.20 2
EXPOSED STEEL | S _ : Tt _ wﬁoﬁ wﬁ%_._.oi — m._._.»m.m._%ﬁ; " iv.u: L wss SYMBOL DENOTES o m._.zom_ . ﬁo.__ (.ﬂm o
I-BEAM END PAINTED SCUPPERS FROM SCUPPERS FROM i OVERFLOW ___ FORA® FLOOR
WICONCEALED 8 8. | - _ PARAPET ROOFS; PARAPETROOFS; — | SCUPPERS FROM vaggﬁzo_ﬂ =
GUTTER,; TYP. i s v s i ) s i - = : SEE ROOF PLAN FOR SEE ROOF PLAN FOR PARAPET ROOFS; <
e e e MORE INFO. MORE INFO. SEE ROOF PLAN FOR o
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DATE:
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FIREPLACES AND BBQS THAT ORIGINATE FROM THE EXTERIOR OF A
RESIDENCE ARE NOT ALLOWED TO EXCEED A HEIGHT OF 24 FEET
ABOVE THE 9.00 ELEVATION. IF A FIREPLACE ORIGINATES WITHIN THE
RESIDENCE, IT CAN ONLY BE AS TALL AS THE BUILDING DEPARTMENT
REQUIRES FOR ABSOLUTE MINIMUM REQUIRED DRAW PLUS, AN
ADDITIONAL 2 FEET IN HEIGHT FOR CHIMNEY CAP AND SPARK
ARRESTOR THE ZONING CODE ALLOWANCE IS LIMITED TO 2 FEET IN
WIDTH AND 4 FEET IN DEPTH AND 1 FOOT IN HEIGHT.

SINCLAIRABBOCIATES ARCHITECTS INC. OWNS THE COPYRISHT OF THIS UNIT DRAWING UNAUTHORZED
PARTIAL OR COMPLETE REPRODUCTION IN EITHER 2 OR 3 DIMENSIONALFORMMAY RESULT NLEGALACTION
THE USE OF THEBE PLANS, DETAILE AND SPECIFICATIONS SHALLBE RESTRICTED TO THE ORIBINALSITE FOR
WHICH THEY WERE PREPARED AND PUBLICATION THEREOF IS EXPRESSLY LMTED TOSUCHUSE.
REPRODUCTIONS, PUBLICATION, OR REUSE BY ANY METHOD IN WHOLE ORE INPART I PROHBITED. TITLETO
PREJUDICE. VIBUAL CONTACT WITH THESE PLANS AND SPECIFICATIONS SHALLCONSTITUTE PRMA FACE
EVIDENCE OF THE ACCEPTANCE OF THESE RESTRICTIONS.

ELEVATION NOTES

1. EXTERIOR STAIR RISER PER LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT'S DRAWINGS UN.O. ALSO REFER
TO CIVIL PLANS FOR FINISHED SURFACE ELEVATIONS AT TOP AND/OR BOTTOM OF
STAIRS.

2. FINISHED GRADE. ALL SITE WORK TO BE COMPACTED IN STRICT ACCORDANCE WITH
THE SOILS ENGINEER'S RECOMMENDATIONS AND SPECIFICATIONS.

3. AZEK / WINDSOR ONE WALL CAP PER DETAILS. WHERE WALL IS USED AS A
GUARDRAIL: TOP OF WALL SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 42" ABOVE FINISHED SURFACE.

AT STAIRS A HANDRAIL SHALL BE INSTALLED AT NO HIGHER THAN 34" ABOVE NOSE OF

TREADS.
4, DOOR/WINDOW TRIM: AZEK / WINDSOR ONE TRIM; PAINTED. SEE DETAILS. PROVIDE HEIGHT CERTIFICATION REQUIRED FOR ALL
RIDGE LINES AND ROOF DECK RAILINGS.

5'-0"x5"-0" MOCK-UP FOR OWNER AND ARCHITECT APPROVAL.

5. CUSTOM-BILT STANDING SEAM METAL ROOF. SEE ROOF PLAN.
UNDERLAYMENT PER MANUFACTURER.

R
6. BUILT-OUT WOOD AND STEEL EAVE. SEE DETAILS FOR MORE INFORMATION. |
_

7. ALL DRAINAGE CONCEALED. ALL DRAINS, GUTTERS, AND INWALL DOWNSPOUTS AT
SPECIFIED LOCATIONS, SEE ROOF PLAN AND FLOORPLANS. TIE ALL DOWNSPOUTS
TO SUB-SURFACE DRAINAGE SYSTEM PER CIVIL. ALSO, SEE SPECIFICATIONS.

LA.
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8. STAINLESS STEEL CHIMNEY CAPS. SEE DETAILS FOR MORE INFORMATION. ALSO, SEE
SPECIFICATIONS. PROVIDE 5'-0"x5"-0" MOCK-UP FOR OWNER AND ARCHITECT
APPROVAL.

R

_

_

_

9. CUSTOM STEEL WINDOWS AND DOORS WITH TRUE DIVIDED LITES. SEE DOORAND Or _
FS. 24'-0" MAX HEIGHT ALLOWED PER CITY REQUIREMENTS _ 24'0" MAX HEIGHT ALL PER CITY REQUIREMENTS F.S.

WINDOW SCHEDULES FOR MANUFACTURER, FINISH, AND GENERAL NOTES.

._o. z_m._.>_.0_.>U<<OOU<<_ZUO<<w>vUUOO_ﬂw.wmmooo_»>5<<_§<<wo_.m_u§.mw
FOR MANUFACTURER, FINISH, AND GENERAL NOTES.

1. GLASS ONALL SWINGING DOORS: GLAZING WITHIN 18" OF THE ADJACENT FLOOR
WALKING SURFACE SHALL BE FULLY TEMPERED.

12. ROLL UP GARAGE DOORS. DOUGLAS FIR, PAINTED, WITH GLASS WINDOWS PER
MANUFACTURER SEE DOOR SCHEDULE FOR SPECIFICATIONS.

| I
FLAT ROOF WITH 7/, 77X g4 V7 M, FLAT ROOF WITH
ASTRO TURF AS
FINISH MATERIAL; SEE

ROOF PLAN FOR INFO.

18. WOOD BALCONY WITH GLASS GUARDRAIL. SEE SPECIFICATIONS AND DETAILS.

14. BUILT-IN BBQ/SERVING AREA PER LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

83.50

SPECIFICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS - PROVIDE 5'-0"x5'-0" MOCK-UP FOR OWNER

15. STONE VENEER WITH MATCHING STONE CAP. ANCHOR PER STRUCTURAL ENGINEER'S FS.
85.25 G -

AND ARCHITECT APPROVAL.

PARAPET ABOVE
§>_a._.=u_o_>_.

17. GLASS GUARDRAILS SHALL BE A MINIMUM HEIGHT OF 36" MEASURED FROM TOP OF
FINISHED SURFACE (T.O.F.S.) UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. OPEN GUARDRAILS SHALL
HAVE INTERMEDIATE MEMBERS SPACED SUCH THAT NO SPHERE OF 4" DIAMETER
SHALL PASS THROUGH. ( %" MAX BETWEN GLASS PANELS). REFER TO DETAILS.

FLOOR 1..)3 _ug
MORE INFO.
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18. SLOPE ALL DECK SURFACES 2% TOWARDS DRAINS. SEE CIVIL ENGINEER'S DRAWINGS
FOR DRAINAGE PLAN.

LOUVERED DOORS
FOR VENTILATION AT
POOL EQUIPMENT
AREA; SEE PLANS
FOR MORE INFO.

19. CONTINUOUS METAL WEEP SCREED (MATERIAL PER SPECIFICATIONS). LOCATE WEEP
SCREED AT LOWEST POSSIBLE POINT OF CONCRETE FOOTING AND SILL PLATE
JUNCTURE (SEE DETAILS).

20. PROVIDE APPROVED SPARK ARRESTORS AT TOPS OF ALL FIREPLACE CHIMNEY'S WITH A = f
EXHAUSTO CHIMNEY FANS. TOP OF CHIMNEY CAP SHALL NOT EXCEED 4' ABOVE ANY F.FE o o — 597 %9) I 9% B&A _ _ FFE
ROOF OR HORIZONTAL SURFACE WITHIN 100", N.w m o - - - - — — — L o - lﬁa

_
_
_
_
16.  SIDE YARD ACCESS GATES PER LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT. 7
_
_
_
_

i H+H+FHHHHHA
2812 OCEAN BLVD
CORONA DEL MAR, CA

21. LIGHT FIXTURE LOCATION. OWNER APPROVED FIXTURE. SEE ELECTRICAL SHEETS
FOR MORE INFORMATION.

22.  SITE WALLS. SEE GRADING PLANS FOR ELEVATIONS. SEE STRUCTURAL ENGINEER'S | _ AQ.
DRAWINGS FOR CONSTRUCTION. PROVIDE GRAVEL BACK-FILL AND DRAINAGE AT G AVERAGE GRADE PER CITY REQUIREME! - - - - - - - - - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - T
FOOTING OF WALL (SEE STRUCTURAL AND CIVIL ENGINEER'S DETAILS). SEE GRADING .3.8 | | 7020

PRIVATE RESIDENCE | SINCLAIR ASSOCIATES ARCHITECTS

PLAN FORDRAINS. PROVIDE WATERPROOFING SYSTEM (SEE SPECIFICATIONS) AT ALL _ EXPOSED |-BEAM TO FIXED STEEL AND

RETAINING WALLS PER SPECIFICATIONS. [ ACT A8 TRACK FOR GLASSWALLTO __ |

SLIDING BARNDOOR.  MATCH 15 10 23
23.  PROVIDE GARAGE VENTING PER U.B.C. REQUIREMENTS, DOORS/WINDOWS.

24, 4" HARDIE PLANK CLAPBOARD SIDING, PAINTED; SEE DETAILS FOR MORE
INFORMATION. PROVIDE 5'-0"x5'-0" MOCK-UP FOR OWNER AND ARCHITECT APPROVAL.

25. EXPOSED STEEL |-BEAM FASCIA WITH CONCEALED GUTTER,; PAINTED. SEE DETAILS
FOR MORE INFORMATION. PROVIDE 5'-0"x5"-0" MOCK-UP FOR OWNER AND ARCHITECT
APPROVAL.

26. ADDRESS SIGN @ 6' A.F.F. LOCATION PER LANDSCAPE ARCHITECT.

1 " E—

Q REAR ELEVATION
GENERAL NOTES

A GLASS ONDOORS AND WINDOWS SHALL BE LAMINATED GLASS WITH UV BLOCK.
(COMPLIES WITH UBC REQUIREMENT FOR TEMPERED GLASS AT HAZARDOUS
LOCATIONS). SEE WINDOW & DOOR SCHEDULE FOR MORE INFORMATION.

CHIMNEY CAPS
WEXHAUSTO
CHIMNEY FANS; TYP.
VENT FREE METALBOX
24 17 17 8 8 FIREPLACE ON DECK 17 5
___ ABOVE; TYP. CAPTO
HEIGHT CERTIFICATION REQUIRED FOR ALL MATCH OPPOSING
RIDGE LINES AND ROOF DECK RAILINGS. FIREPLACE CHIMNEY.
94.33
_u\.m.ﬁ 24'0" MAX HEIGHT ALLOWED PER CITY REQUIREMENTS _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - L - - - — —24'0" MAX HEIGHT ALLOWED PER CITY EIGP
94.20 94.20
SYMBOL DENOTES GLASS GUARDRAIL WSS
OVERFLOW STANTIONS; TYP.
SCUPPERS FROM
SYMBOL DENOTES PARAPET ROOPS,
mwmhﬂ_%ﬁ_ﬂoz SEE ROOF PLAN FOR =
PARAPET ROOFS; MORE INFO.
SEE ROOF PLAN FOR 8 75 88.75 ‘ !
FLAT ROOF WITH MORE INFO. a \\\ (LT % 2 v 27 22T I AT 4 g ]

ASTRO TURF AS
FINISH MATERIAL; SEE

86.75 \ 2 - ST 22 | 452 757
( il g ZNvZ. 4 A 4 | e — .- o — .. - ‘- & /- “dN vaw\‘ (r
ROOF PLAN FOR INFO. \ — 77 717 77 i E e e 777 7 2
\ & \\\ Y al 7. 7 al e s = A 2 7 (a7l 9l %, FS
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Attachment No. PC 7

Correspondence Received After
Publication of Staff Report



LUCEHCICI COITIPIDG"

Dear Mayor Gardner & Members of the City Council,

February 27, 2012

I must begin by stating that my family and 1 believe that, as our elected representatives, you try your
best to balance all that comes your way while protecting the citizens. I am definitely not one to write letters
to grouse about things. With that said, Mr, Guida, unrestrained and without remorse, is doing real damage
to my parents and their neighbors. At first, although I opposed this merger, | was willing to give him the
benefit of the doubt. I believed his actions were innocent and due to inexperience. For one year, however,
my parents have been plagued by and forced to deal with delays, misrepresentations, and his aversion to a
covenant he knew existed when he purchased these lots. Now, his lack of respect for all involved (including
the City Council} is quite evident and appears calculated. Ms, Coralee Newman, in our last meeting on
December 7, 2011, referred to Mr. Guida as: “Befter the devil you know, than the devil you don’t.” Should
this be my parents or Corona Del Mar’s only choice?

In clear and open defiance of the City Council, the pieadings of his elderly neighbors, and now Code
enforcement, Mr, Guida continues his pattern of noncompliance and is once again ignoring a deadline. In
this instance the deadline was given by Code Enforcement (Zitle 20.30.040 - Height of Hedges and
Bushes) to maintain his property and trim the bushes between his two lots by February 24th. In a strange
and guestionable request to the Code enforcement officer, Mr. Guida asked for and was granted another
extension so he could hire a specialist to trim these bushes. This, despite the fact that he already has, under
his employ, a gardner to maintain the properties. His request is even more suspect because of his stated
intent to remove them, He has not complied with their order and is in violation of the code.

By allowing the bushes to grow to almost 18 feet, Mr. Guida is trying to do with them what he has
thus far failed to do with his house. As he has already openly disregarded the ‘60° year old covenant
existing on his lots, he should not be trusted, now or in the future, to self impose any deed restrictions, This
failure to abide by code enforcement, and your order to keep his properties maintained, is only his latest
and most obvious attempt to harass his neighbors, These actions have now reached the level of persecution
of my 85 year old parents and their elderly neighbors. They are being forced to suffer at his hand. The only
possible reason for the delays and overgrown bushes is clearly the infliction of additional emotional harm
on them in order to break their resolve, This is not a war or a game, people’s lives and finances lie in the
balance. So much for expediting matters in deference to the health of these seniors............

As I mentioned in my last letter, he has asked for and received a nudtitude of extensions. By
acquiescing to these delays, his attempt to include the City Council as a participant in his guest to build his
“DREAM HOUSE"” at any cost will become successful. My parents have no more time! They are frail
and their health (which until M. Guida appeared was fine) is declining at a rapid pace. You cannot be made
a party to this elder abuse any longer. His lots are clearly incompatible with the surrounding neighborhood.
He has used up any goodwill or accommodation that has thus far been afforded him. His neighbors and the
citizens of Corona Del Mar are overwhelmingly against this lot merger. The only champions he has are his
well paid representatives.

Finally, as you may already know, his representative threatened to bury my parents under a mountain
of legal fees. I'm afraid the words ‘bury them’ were not just a metaphor. Mr. Guida has been induiged by
all involved far to often. These families, your constituents, your good neighbors and friends, constitute the
majority of residents of Corona Del Mar who would never even think of inflicting their unreasonable
desires on others. This has reached a critical stage. The Campbells and the Silvas deserve far better. Mr
Guida cannot be permitted to overwhelm them. This has got to stop!

With respect,

Lucy C,a%/; éa//



Licinga :CIETI e
Lucinda Camphel

Dear Mayor Gardner and Members of the City Council,

I am writing this letter to inform you of Mr. Guida’s disregard for my parents, his elderly neighbors and
the will of the community (who have made abundantly clear their opposition to overbuilding, mansionization
and disproportionally oversized lots). Apparently, he now holds the City Council with the same disregard. His
interpretation of your directive to “expedite” is suspect.

He has asked for and been granted his 3rd extension since the January 24th meeting. He has missed the
deadline for 2/9, 2/24 and 3/8. The next scheduled meeting on 3/22 will be a full 2 months since the Council
Meeting. He has been given no time Hmit and the extensions are of such a nebulous nature that it appears to be
a further delaying tactic by Mr. Guida in defiance of the City Council. Because of the ages of his neighbors, [
fear that he is just waiting for their resolve to wane, the exhaustion of their resources, or their demise.

Mayor Gardner, members of the Council, what if this was occurring to your parents in the iast stage of
their lives? I am seeing the life being drained from my parents who have attempted to remain strong and have
always treated Mr. Guida with respect. For the specious benefit of one man, many are being made to suffer.

It is important to note that the original date his appeal was filed was October 27, 2011. By law, it was o
be heard by the City Council within 60 days (NBMC Sec. 20.95.060). He signed and agreed to these terms in
his application and now as is his nature he continues to ignore any urgency or restrictions that he deems fit.

This blatant disregard of my parents and their neighbors is shameful. Mr. Guida has in the past and
continues now to thumb his nose at any one who opposes him. Through his lawyer, he has threatened from the
start to bury his neighbors under a mountain of legal fees. He has now added delay after delay to his arsenal,
My parents should not be made to pay with their health or, God forbid, their lives.

At Councilman Henn’s urging, you made it quite clear that this process must be expedited in deference
to the families involved. Now, I'm afraid that by ignoring your order to do so he is attempting to make you a
party to his ‘win at any cost’ attitude. Additionaltly, in defiance of your directive to maintain his properties Mr.
Guida has failed 1o trim the bushes in the side setback from the current height of approximately 18 feet o a
reasonable height (“Title 20.30.040° - Rear and interior side setbacks 6 feet). When we asked Mr. Guida’s
attorney, at the meeting, he rudely refused and suggested we report them to Code enforcement. This continuing
pattern of disregard and disrespect for my family has now expanded to include the will of the City Council.

You cannot condone or support this. The people of Corona Del Mar expect you to protect them, to listen
to them, to fight for them. For the sake of ‘one’ rich man you cannot not allow yourselves to be put ina
position to forsake the people who elected you, As stated in the Newport Beach General Plan regarding
responsive government — “Elected officials and city staff listen and respond to the interests of residents.”

The fact is that he has neither the support of the Planning Commission (which denied the merger) or the
community at large. There is an important history and heritage to this city, Our local government has been
entrusted with the solemn duty to protect and preserve the uniqueness of this cottage community, while at the
same time shepherding it’s orderly growth, The people of Corona Del Mar expect nothing less.

I implore you to put these delays to a stop. It is my hope that my parents will live to see that right does
win over might and they as seniors, who have lived here for 70 years, will not be asked to just fade away. It is
my fear, however, that all of these seniors will just be ignored. I belicve that there is great wisdom in this quote
from Ronald Reagan “There are no easy answers' but there are simple answers. We must have the
courage to do what we know is morally right.”

Thank You,

Lucinele Cm/&//



CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
PLANNING DIVISION
3300 NEWPORT BOULEVARD, BLDG. C
NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92658-8915

(949) 644-3237
Memorandum
To: City Council
From: Kay Sims, Assistant Planner
Date: January 18, 2012
Cc: Dave Kiff, Dana Smith, Aaron Harp, Steve Badum & Kim Brandt
Re: 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard Lot Merger Appeal (PA2011-141)

The appellant, Mr. John Guida, has provided the attached information and revised
residential plans for your review in advance of the January 24, 2012 City Council
meeting.

Please keep these documents for the January 24, 2012, meeting. Thank you.
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Mayor Nancy Gardner &

Members of the Newport Beach City Council
City of Newport Beach

3300 Newport Blvd.

Newport Beach, CA 92663

RE: Lot Merger No. LM2011-002- Appeal of the Planning Commission 10/20/11 Action
2808 & 2812 Ocean Blvd.
The John Guida Trust and The Julie Guida Trust

Dear Mayor Gardner & Fellow Members of the Newport Beach City Council:

On behalf of the John & Julie Guida Trust(s), we are requesting the City Council’s approval of the Lot
Merger for the properties located at 2808 & 2812 Ocean Boulevard in Corona del Mar. As you are aware,
while the Zoning Administrator approved this Lot Merger on September 14, 2011, the item was appealed
by the adjacent residents to the Planning Commission on October 20, 2011, The Planning Commission
denied the Zoning Administrator’s approval on a set of Findings which we believe were not appropriate
and based on inaccurate assumptions. We are therefore requesting, with our appeal of the Planning
Commission’s action, that you approve the Lot Merger.

While technically a Lot Merger is not based on the home that may be built on the merged lots, the appeal
that went forward to the Planning Commission, was essentially based on the Guida’s residence being “toos, -
tall”. The resident’s claimed the proposed home violates 1951 Joint Tenancy Grant Deed which stipulates4,
a “one-story home(s)” be built on the properties in question. Their stated appeal was based however on

the “health, safety, peace, comfort and general welfare of persons residing or working in the
neighborhood™.

Given the Silva’s (2821 Ocean Lane) and Campbell's (2811 Ocean Lane) concerns, and given that Mr. and
Mrs. Guida have purchased these lots to build their personal residence, they have attempted to resolve, to
the best of their abilities, the Silva's and Campbell’s stated concerns regarding the home being one-story.
(These two residences are parties to the 1951 Joint Tenancy Grant Deed.)

The Guidas believe that their proposed home meets the terms of the Grant Deed, and in fact is a one-story
home. However, in an attempt to resolve the Campbell’s/Silva’s concerns, they have redesigned their
home several times to lower the roof line. They have also removed the rear roof deck and removed the
associated solid guardrail and eliminated the interior stairs and the elevator to the roof.

We have attached the plans of this proposed home as evidence of the Guidas continued good faith cffort to
appeasc their neighbors’ concerns. These plans were also given the Silvas and Campbells on January 12,
2012, via their attorney, per their request.

It should be noted that the proposed home meets all of the city’s zoning, planning, and building standards
and is in full compliance with all the ity requirements,

1
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As noted above, we support and agree with the Zoning Administrator’s findings that were made in
approval of the Lot Merger. For the Council’s reference, we've listed selected findings of the Zoning
Administrator’s September 14, 2011 approval:

B. Finding: Approval of the merger will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be

detrimental to ] th; sa peace it and general welfare of persons regiding or working in the
neighborheod of such proposed use or be detrimental or injurious to properiy and improvements in the
neighborhood or the general welfare of the City, and further that the proposed lot merger is consistent
with the legislative intent of Title 19.

Selected Fucts in Support of the Finding:

B-1. The future development on the proposed parcel will comply with the Zoning Code development
standards,

B-2. The proposed merger will not cause future development to impact public views of the ocean as no
public view presently exists,

B-3. The project site described in the proposal consists of the legal building sites,

D. Finding: The lots as merged will be consistent or will be more closely compatible with the applicable
zoning regulations and will be consistent with other relations relating to the subject property ineluding,
but not limited to, the General Plan and any applicable Coastal Plan or Specific Plan.

Selected Facts in Support of the Finding:

D-1. The previously existing single-unit dwellings located on the subject sites will be demolished and the
proposed lot would be redevelopment with a new single-unit dwelling. Section 20.18.030 of the Zoning
Code establishes minimum lot area and width requirements. Each of th exi s meet 4

o np

minimum lot area required, but do not meet the minimum lot wid

in

F. Finding: The lots as merged will be consistent with the surronnding pattern of development and will
not create an excessively large lot that is not compatible with the surrounding development.

B-1, Corona del Mar consists of lots of varying shapes and sizes. The subjeet lots, as merged, will result in
a parcel with a width of 8¢ feet and area of 13,678 square feet. Other nearby lots on Ocean Boulevard

have lot widths as wide as 73 feet and area as large as 13,325 square feet, The merger of the two lots wil]

not create an excessively large lot in comparison te many of the existing lots in the surrounding area,

F-2. Development with the R-1 Zoning District can have a maximum floor area 1.5 times the buildable

area of the lot, The proposed parcel will not vel 0 i square foo! and will
e developed consistent with the surrounding devel en



In conclusion, we believe it is important to note that the Planning Commission came to their conclusions
by a narrow view of the term “neighborhood”. And, made their findings based on the single block where
these properties are located - Bloek 4. (Planning Commission Finding A-1) We agree with staff's

interpretation of the term “neighborhood” as meaning the general vicinity and not a single Block where a
property maybe located.

We believe the proposed Lot Merger meets all required findings and request the City Council’s approval,

Sincerely,

ﬂ(.{j? 4/6{ d /7, / Zﬁi(/)’}’}d/f‘-— it

Coralee S. Newman
Applicant’s Representative
& Principal — Government Solutions, Inc.

CC: Kay Sims, Assistant Planner



CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
PLANNING DIVISION
3300 NEWPORT BOULEVARD, BLDG. C
NEWPORT BEACH, CA 92658-8915
(949) 644-3237

Memorandum

To: City Council

From: Kay Sims, Assistant Planner

Date: January 18, 2012

Cc: Dave Kiff, Dana Smith, Aaron Harp, Steve Badum & Kim Brandt
Re: 2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard Lot Merger Appeal (PA2011-141)

The attached information was received from Mr. Clifford Jones and neighbors
opposed to the approval of the subject lot merger. At their request, the information is
being provided for your review prior to the January 24, 2012 City Council meeting.

Please keep these documents for the January 24, 2012, meeting. Thank you.
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THE LOT MERGER
OF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD, 9, DEVELOPMENT &
( SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857 ) - 3

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH *DENYING’ L OT
MERGER OF PROPERTIES LOCATED AT o 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BOULEVARD o (PA20] 1-14 1)

REQUIRED FINDINGS FOR DENIAL (Ch.19.68) :

A-1 The lot merger would allow development that is incompatible with the size and mass of
structures on neighboring properties within Block 34. The removal of the interior lot line would
aliminate the interlor side setback (three feel) on each property, create a buildable area greater than
currently exists on the two separate lots, and eliminate the opan space that the intarior side

setbacks currently provide,

B-1 The ot merger would create a lot size and configuration, which is inconsistent with the
devsloprnent pattern of the subject properties and surrounding lots within Block 34,

C-1 Approval of the merger will be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort and general
waelfare of parsons residing or working In the neighborhood of such proposed use or he detrimental
or injurious to property and improvernents in the naighborhood or the general welfare of the Cily,
and further thal the proposed lot merger is consistent with the legislative intent of this title.

o The conservation of opan space in the City;

o The protection of landowners, lot purchasers and survounding rasidents;

o The provision of ardarly and controlled growih within the Clty;

o The protection and stahilizatlon of properily values;

RESPONSIVE GOVERNMENT :
Elected officials and Chy staff listen and respond to the interests of residents.
The undersigned ask to the Newport Beach City Council
to support the Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot merger:
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OPPOSES LOT MERGER

BLOCK #34 UNANIM
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° OLD CORONA DEL MAR e

e NEW CORONA DEL MAR -
(13,500 SQ.FT. LOTS)




“A New Corona Del Mar? ”

Let me begin by stating that everyone supports orderly growth through revitalization and the
merging of lots to create lots that are consistent with the General Plan (which stresses maintaining the
character of it's particular neighborhoods and villages). The 2 lots in this proposed merger at 6500 and
7500 8q.1t. are already larger than any of the lots in Block 34. In fact, they are larger than over 93% of
Old Corona Del Mar, In gathering signatures, the opposition to this merger was virtually unanimous.

Old Corona Del Mar cannot possibly sustain the assemblage and morging of lots totaling 13,500
sq.it. This village was naver intended to be a community of lots that are thal 3 to 4 times larger than the
average lot size today. No City Council, Mayor, Planning Commissioner in it's histary would ever have
thought to propose such a plan. The village atmosphere and charm of “Old Corona del Mar” has heen
and continues to be one of the reasons we are such a desirable and vibrant neighhorhood in Newport
Beach. If this merger is approved, we beqin down a road that has na relurn, There are no do overs or
mulligans when it involves the protection of the residenis of Corona Del Mar and their community.

In April 2010 the Corona Del Mar Residents Association under the direction of Karen Iringali,
took a survey of all 6,350 residential households in Corona del Mar (Zip 92625) regarding how the
members of the community felt about saving and preserving the 1.5 FAR. The results were virtually
unanirnous. Over 88% of survey respondents wanted to maintain the character and village atmosphere
in the Flower Streets, and didn't believe thal could be achieved if the floor area ratio was increased any
larger than 1.5. Based on the number of respondents and the overwhelming majority opinion, it was
determined that helween 78%-98% of all Corona de! Mar residents would have responded the same
way. During that General Plan hearing, time and again residents stated their desire to: “Maintain the
charin of our nelghborheads” and “Reign in the “manslonization” of our community”.

This village started with small beach cottages and evolved into a community of three and four
bedroom homes of 3,500 sq.ft. The fear at that time was that if FAR was increased we could become a
community with five and six bedroom homes of 4,000 to 6,300 sq.fi. with underground facilities roof
decks and parking.

It must certainly follow that If elimination of the 1.5 FAR contradicted
this philosophy for CdM, the assemblage of 13,500 5q.11. lots
‘obliterates’ what has always been the general plan for Corona Del Mar.

The predominant lot size in CdM is 3,600 sq. ft. With the average lot being about between
4000 — 5000 sq.it., allowing merged lots of 13,500 sq.fi. (more than 3 fold larger) could, in the future,
potentially reduce the number of households by 66%. Creating a “New Corona Del Mar” consisting
not of 6,000 houssholds, but instead 2,000 enormous mansions.

The community is more than alarmed that allowing the assemblage of 13,500 sq.fi. lots will
have a devastating and irreversible impact in the future. The precedent set by allowing this merger will
set this village on the road from which there is no turning back. Designers, architacts and home owners
will design and build directly to the maximum limil, which in this “New Carena Del Mar” would be
houses that have a floor area of 14,300 sq.ft.

The original lot sizes and setbacks were designed to encourage developments of a certain type
and size and to discourage overbullding. One of a kind modifications destroy the intent of the 1.5 FAR
limit in the Newport City code as it relates to Corona Del Mar. The citizens of this city fought hard to
maintain a smaller village that makes us what we are and what we always have been. On the Newport
Beach website, Wikipedia and in Orange County publications CdM is described as a quaint picturesque
village filled with charming houses, small streets and well tended neighborhoods. You, the City Council
have the opportunity to represent the opinion and the will of the citizens of Corona Del Mar, and oppose
the more than tripling of the average lot size through this merger. It would render the 1.5 FAR
meaningless and ineffeclive in the fulure. As stated in the Newporl Beach General Plan: Responsive
Government “Elected officials and cily staff listen and respond o the inlerests of residents.”
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20 Reasons To Deny The Lot Merger

. Approval of the merger will, under the circumstances of this particular case, be detrimental to the

health, safety, peace, comfort and general weliare of persons tesiding or working In the
neighborhood of such proposed uso or be detrimental or injurious to property and improveinents
in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the Gity, and further that the proposed ot merger is
inconsistent with the legislative intent of this title.

The Iots as merged will net be consistent with the surrounding pattern of development and will
create an excessively large lot that is not compatible with the surrounding development. The lot
merger would create a lot size ancl configuration, which is inconsistent with the dovelopment
patiern of the subject properties and surrounding lots within Block 34,

The lotanerger would allow development that is incompatible with the size and mass of strustures
on neig'hboring properties within Block 34 and create a buildable arsa greater than currently axists
on the iwo separate lots.

Conservation of open space: The removal of the intetior lot line would eliminate the open space of
the interior side setbacl (three feet) on each properiy thus eliminating the open view corridor that
they currently provide.

Proposals shall be reasonably compatible with the existing neighborhaod character in terms of
scale of development. Designs should minimize the appearance of over bullding substantially in
excess of existing structures. The haight of the structures should maintain to the extent
practicable, some consistency with the height of neighboring properties. Designs should consider,
to the extent practicable, neighbors' existing views. Referencing the fact that the intended
structure is a single story house (with 3 separate levels) that includes a 3 story elevator with a 13
foot housing on the roof would be inconsistent with the pattern of developrent in the area.

Residents testified that the lot developraent pattern was an important component in tha character
of their neighborhood and that the proposed lot merger would negatively impact that character. As
aresult of the change in development pattern attributable to the praposed lot merger, the
character of the neighborhood would be altered would be detrimental to the health, safety, peace,
cormfort, and general welfare of the community.

Approval of this proposed lot merger would set a poor precedent for future requests that if
approved, would detract frorn the consistent form, scale and character of the neighborhood as
established by the original subdivision design.

The proposed lot line adjustment is not consistent with the legistativa intent of Title 19 (Subdivision
Code) of the Newport Beach Municipal Code which is in part to implement the General Plan

The protection of landowners, lot purchasers and surrounding residents;
The provision of orderly and controlled growth within the City;

The protection and stabilization of property values;

The preservation of the public health, safety and general welfare

Planning Commission & City Gouncil must consider height restrictions and deed restrictions
Galifornia zoning comimission re: Enabling act

. Newport Beach tax base will be lowered from the devastating effecl to adjoining properties value
5. The merger would have the effect of continuing to divide CDM into a 2 tier city. A strest lined wall

to wall with huge houses on Ocean Blvd and the rest of Old Corona Del Mar. Now relegated to
looking out upon the rear of these massive structures.

. Legislative intent of Title 20.10.040 (essentially an anti McMansion ordinance) which lirnits building

to 1.5 x buildable area of lots would be made ineffective by such inergers. Lots could then be

combined enabling the construction of larger “blocky” houses and the elimination of open view

corridors provided by side sethacks. 20.10.040 Special Development Regulations for Corona del
|



Mar, West Newport, and tha Balboa Peninsula 1. In the R-1, R-2, and MFR Districts in the area
designated as Old Corona del Mar, the total gross floor area (excluding those structures excepted
under Section 20.10.030) shall not excead 1.5 times the buildable area of the site.

17. Title 20.10.010 - Ensures adequate light, air, privacy, and open space for each dwelling, and
protect residents from the harmful effects of excessive noise, population density, traffic
congestion, and other adverse environmental effecls.

18. The proposed lot widths are not consistent with the intent of tha original tract rap. The proposed
lot sizes are not compatible with the surrounding area and are subslantially targer by more than
fivefold than the lots of the ariginal subdivision (30 x 89.62 ft. lots or 2.529 sq. L) when the
Corona del Mar Tract including Block 34 was established. The lols created will result in
nonconforming conditions with respect to side setbacks as well.

19. The proposed lot merger would result in a single lof that is approximately 80 feet in width and
lwice the size of the predominant lots of the imimediate neighborhood, especially those lots
located In Block 34. Development of the proposed lot would create a single rasidence based upon
an 80-foot wide ot that woulld ha over twice the width of homes on neighbering lots and would he
inconsistent with the fonm, scale and character of the neighberhood. The lot and resulting
developiment would significantly alter the way in which the lot is viewed from the street and no
other lots of development pursuant to it would compare.

20. Lastly and most importantly the covenant periaining to view and the potential loss of the easement
as it relates to Mr. Guida will prevail in the courts. (King v. Kugler (1961) 197 Cal.App.2d 651, 655)

DOMINO EFFECT: The curmulative adverse impacts associated with allowing this development is
also a concern. Many of the homes that exist in the immediate vicinity are older and likely to be
redevelaped. If this site were allowed to be developed in the proposed manner, matching proposals on
adjacent and nearby lots would likely follow. Such proposals would have a significant acverse
cumulative impact on the surrounding neighborhood and community character. Result could be 3
giant houses spanning across each block up and down Ocean Bivd. with side setbacks cut in half.

CONCLUSION: The applicant (Mr. Guida) has not identified any valid error of fact or law that
could have altered the Planning Commission's decision to deny the rerger. In addition, none of the
applicants arguments here are new. M. Guida has not presented any relevant new evidence which
was not presented at the previous hearing on the matter on QOctober 2011. The Commission already
considered his arguments, and rejected them.

The Gommission found that the lot merger would allow developrnent that is incompatible with the size
and mass of structures on neighboring properties within Block 34. The removal of the interior lot line
would eliminate the interior side setback (three feet) on each property, create a buildable area greater
than currently exists on the two separate lots, and eliminate the open space that the interlor side
setbacks currently provide. The result would be detrimental to the heaith, safety, peace, comfort and
general welfare of persons residing in the neighborhood.

The lot merger would create a lot size and configuration, which is inconsistent with the development
pattern of the subject properties and surrounding lots within Blocl 34,

Mr. Guida's conclusion that his proposal is similar to othars nearby is false, thus, his premise that his
project wouldn't contribute to significant adverse cumulative impacts is also false.

The basis of the request for reconsideration shall be either that there is relevant new avidence which
was not presented at the hearing on the matter or that an error of fact or law has occurred which has
the potential of altering the Commission's initial decision. As neither of these was borne out,
consequently, there should no basis for his appeal and his request for reconsideration should thersfore
he denied.



Lots As Merged

Incompatible With
Surrounding Neighborhood




* COMPARATIVE LOT SIZE -

Table 1: Project Characteristics

—

Property Total Area Width
- e @pproximately) | _______(at widest point)

R-1 Zoning District : -
Interior LngtJ Standards: %00 aq. 1 20 et
2808 Ocean Boulevard 7sq ft 40 feet
2812 Ocean Boulevard b 483 sqft  40feet
Proposed Merged Lot 13,699.58 sq. ft 80 feet
Comparable Properties Adjacant
to Ocean Boulevard .
2900 Ocean Boulevard . 18 826squft . 66 fest
2908 Ocean Boulevard || 10,049 sq. fi 7 78 feet
3222 Qcean Boulevard 14,579 sq. ft. 111 feet

3 properties were used as evidence of comparable lot sizes. But none are in
Block 34. As you can see there is a sharp drop off after the first three 14,579,
13,699, 13,326 and then a drop of 3,277 sq.ft to 10,049. His merged lot would
be second largest in Old Corona Del Mar. They are in in no way compatible or
consistent to other properties in the surrounding neigborhood. In fact these

lots are anomalies and they were merged prior to the Lot Merger Amendment
(2009-30) which came into effect in 2009
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1951 Re-Subdivision of lLots
(3,4,5,6 ° Block #34 )
# ALLEY o

‘Before 1951 Subdivision |
(Before Deed Restrictions & Easement) |

| Approx.
| 197 ft.
depth

96 .

1101 ft.

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

‘s This 1951 Subdivision Divided 4 (30’) Lots Into 5 Lots.

o As A Result 3 Deed Restrictions Relating To View Were Adopted
‘o Consequently 8 Easements Were Put In Place (Quid Pro Quo). E
‘s Lots Are Integrally Connected Any Change To One Affects All. :

.............................................................................



Lot Merger vs. Lot Line Adjustment

o Post 2009 (Ordinance 2009 — 30) «

19.04.020 Purpose

1. The creation of subdivisions which are consistent with and sarve to implement the
policies and provisions of the General Plan;
The conservation of open space in the City;
The protection of landowners, lot purchasers and suirounding residents;

The provision of adequate traffic circulation, utilities and other services;
The protection and stabilization of property values, and

2,

3.

4. The provision of orderly and controlled growth within the City;
5

G

7

The preservation of the public health, safety and general welfare,

Lot Line Adiustment

An application for a Lot Line Adjustment may be
accepled when it can be deterrnined thal the
proposal complies with the following specifications:
(Chaptar 19.76)

1. Approval of the Lot Line Adjustment will not, under
the circunstances of the paricular case, be
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort, and
general welfare of persons residing or working in the
neighborhood of such proposed use or be
detrimental or injuricus to properly and improvernents
in the neighborhoad or the general welfare of the
City, and further that the proposed lot line adjustmant
is consistent with (he legislative intent of this title.

2. The number of parcels resulting from the Lot Line
Adjustment remains the same as before the Lof Line
Adjustment.

J. The Lot Line Adjustment is consistent with
applicable zoning regulations except that nothing
nerein snall prohibit the approval of a Lot Line
Adjustment so long as none of the resultant parcels is
more nonconforming as to lot width, depth and area
than the parcels that existed prior to the lot line
adjustrment.

4. Neilber the lots as adjusted nor adjoining parcels
will be deprived of legal access as a result of the lol
line adjustment.

5 That the final configuration of the parcels
involved will not result in the of direct
vehicular access from an adjacent alley for any of
the that included in the Lot Line
.“'\tl].l!‘-illhflli

|I|T|'.

parcels are

6. That the final configuration of a reoriented lot does
not result in any reduction of the street side setbacks
as currently exist adjacent to a front yard of any
adjacent key, unless such reduction is accomplished
through a zone change to establish appropriate street
side setbacks for the reoriented lot. The Planning
Commission and City Council, in approving the zone
change application, shall delermine that the slreat
side selbacks are appropriate and are consistent and
compatible with the surounding pattern of development
and existing adjacent setbacks.

“

Lot Meraer

An application for a Lot Merger may ba accapted
when it can be delermined that he proposal complies
with the following specifications; (Chapter 19.68)

1. Approval of the merger will not, under the
circumstances of this particular case, be detrimantal
to the health, safety, peace, comforl and general
welfare of persons residing or working in the
neighborhood of such proposed use or be detrimantal
or injurious to properly and improvements in the
neighborhood or the general welfare of the City, and
further that the proposed lot merger is consistent with
the legislative intent of this title.

2. The lots to be marged are under cormmon fee
ownership at the lirne of the merger.

3. The lols as merged will he consistent or will he
more closely compatible with the applicable zoning
regulations and will be consistent with other
regulations relating to the subject property including,
but not limited to, the General Plan and any
applicable Coastal Plan or Specific Plan.

4. Neither the lots as merged nor adjoining parcels
will be deprived of legal access as a result of the
merger.

5 The lots as merged will be consistent with the
surrounding pattern of development and will not
create an excessively large lot that is not
compatible with the surrounding development.
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° Pre - 2009 -

Lot Merger vs. Lot Line Adjustment
(Ordinance 2001 - 18)

19.04.020 Purpose

-

The creation of subdivisions which are consistent with and serve (o implement the

policies and provisions of the General Plan;

NeoroN

An application for a Lot Line Adjustment may be
accepted when it can be determined that the
proposal complies with the following
specifications: (Chapter 19.76)

General Findings. In approving a lot line
adjustment through a modification permit, the
Modifications Committee shall find that the
establishment, maintenance or operation of the
use of the praperty or building will not, under the
circumstances of the parlicular case, be
detrimental to the health, safaty, peace, comfort
and general welfare of persons residing or
working in the neighborhood of such proposed
use or be detrimental or injurious to property and
improvements in the neighborhood or the
general welfare of the City, and further that the
proposed modification is consistent with the
legislative intent of this Subdivision Code,

1. The project site described in the proposal
consists of legal building sites;

2. Any land faken from one parcel will be added
to an adjacent parcel and no additional parcels
will result from the lot line adjustment;

3. The parcels proposed to be created by the lot
line adjustment comply with all applicable zoning
regulations and there will be no change in the
land use, density, or intensity on the properiy;

The conservation of open space in the City,

The protection of landowners, lol purchasers and surrounding residents;
The provision of orderly and contiolled growth within (he City;

The provision ot adequate frafiic circulation, ulilities and other services;
The protection and stabilization of praperty values; and

The preservation of the public health, safely and general welfare.

Lot Merger

An application for a .ot Merger may be accepted
when il can be determined that the proposal
complies with the following specifications:

(Chapter 19.68)

1. The lots to be merged are under common
ownership at the time of the merger.

2. The lots as merged will be consistent with or
will be more closely compatible with the
applicable zone district regulations and other
regulations relating to the subject property.

3. Neither the lots as merged nor adjoining
parcels will be deprived of legal access as a
result of the merger
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King v. Kugler [197 Cal. App. 2d 651]

As you requested, hore is relevant case law relating to CC&R’s, and your deed covenant
in pariicular. The cases cited direclly relaie to your current situation. It is also more than relevant
in that the first one was a GA appellate court case “[Citation.]” ( King v. Kugler (1961) 197
Cal.App.2d 651, 655.)" that affirmed the prior courts ruling as te “intent” of height restrictions
and one story residence. This case has been cited in dozens of cases (including those
indicated below) which all support your assertion that these restrictlve covenants
(Campbell & Sllva; et al; v. Guida), as to the lots In question, are not vague and need to
ba enforced as to their intent. frn addition, a court may imply a term missing from the coniract
‘only when it is necessary lo prevent injustice and it is abundantly clear that the parties intended
to be bound by such term."

(1] "Although the instrument does not expressly declare the intent of the grantor to preserve the
view of lot owners, it is obvious froin the language used, the topography and the [197 Cal. App.
2d 655] finished ground elevations of the tract and the general physical appearance of the land
and the existing siructures thereon, that the purpose of the height restriction in the plan is to
protect the lot owner's view from one elevation to another. [2] Contrary to appellant's claim, we
see nothing vague, ambiguous or uncertain in the meaning of the restriclive phrase "one slory in
height," or as to what was intended thereby. It does not appear, nor have appellants contended,
that the words have a technical, special or peculiar meaning; they merely argue that to control
the height the grantor "should" have inserted a limit in feet and inches or other language from
which the intended maximum height could have been inferred exactly. Therefore, the phrase is
to be Interpreted in its ordinary and popular sense rather than according to some sirict
legal or technical meaning. " 'This ordinary and popular sense Is to he related o the
clrcumstiances under which the words are used, having in mind the purpose of the
contract and the general situatlon which hrought It Into existence' (12 Cal. Jur.2d
353-354.)" (Harrison v. Frye, 148 Cal. App. 2d 626, 628 [307 P.2d 76].)” [3] The document
expressly declares that the restrictions and conditions contained therein shall “run with the
land and shall be binding on all parties"), apply to all lots in the traci and be mutually
enforceable, reflecting a specific intent to ereate enforceable restrictions. (Gamble v.
Fierman, 82 Cal.App. 180 [255 P. 269]; Marlin v. Holm, 197 Cal. 733 [242 P. 718).) That the
restrictions and conditions contained in the declaration of record apply, as therein provided, to
all lots in the tract and were expressly carried into the deeds, is found in the language of each
deed wherein the conveyance is specifically made subject to "covenants, conditions,
restrictions, reservations, sasements, rights and rights of way of record." (Smith v. Rasqui, 176
Cal. App. 2d 514 [1 Cal.Rptr. 478].)

The trial court's reliance on the Webster's Dictionary delinition constitutes an acceptable
rnanner of ascertaining the ordinary and popular usage of words in the English language. “The
same rules that apply to interpretation of conlracts apply to the interpretation of CC&R's. “"[W]e
must independently interpret the provisions of the document. . . . Itis a general rule that
restrictive covenants are construed strictly against the person seeking to enforce them, and any
doubt will be resolved in favor of the free use of land. But it is also true that the *"intent of the
paitles and the object of the deed or vesiriction should govern, giving the instrument a
just and fair interpretation."" [Citation.]" (Chee v. Amanda Goldt Property Management
(2006) 143 Cal.App.4th 1360, 1377.)

“[Gitation]" [Citation]' [Gitation)* [Citation)”

1. King v. Kugler (1961) 197 Cal.App.2d 651, 655.

2. ZABRUCKY v. McAdarms, Cal: Court of Appeals, 2nd Appellate Dist., 7th Div. 2008

3. Cal.App. 4 Dist.,2009. Monarch Point Homeowners Ass'n v. Arditi, Not Reportsd in Cal.Rptr.3d, 2009
WL 1838286 (Cal.App. 4 Dist,)

4. Seligman v. Tucker (1970) 6 Cal. App. 3d 691 [86 Cal.Aptr. 187]



COVENANTS

“Much of the valte of any property within [a coastline development with an ocean view] depands on the
quality of the view. To significantly obstruct any homeowner's view of the Pacific Qcean is to deprociate
the economic worth of their property-often by several hundred thousand dollars-as well as dramatically
reduce their enjoyment of the home they bought and live in.”

- In Fox v. CORNICHE SUR MER HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, 2008

The drafters of the original covenant that have always applied to Mr.Guida's lots were not being
vague, they had no special affinity to 1 story housing, their intent was clearly to protect the
ncean views for the benefit of each lot of this parcel. The ruling case on point (King v. Kugler),
has been cited in dozens of cases which all support our assertion that these restrictive
covenants , as to the lots in question, are not vague and will be enforced as to their intent. In
addition, & court may imply a term missing from the contract “only whan It le necessary to
pravent injustice and it is abundantly clear that the parties intended to be bound by such term.

“When the issue turns on the meaning of a phrase employed in CC&R's, "the phrase is to be
interpreted in Its ordinary and popular sense rather than according to some strict legal or technical
meaning. This ordinary and popular sansa is to be related to the circumstances under which the words
are used, having In mind the purpose of the contract and the general siluation which brought it into
existence.” A court may imply a term missing from the contract “only when it is necessary to prevent
injustice and it is abundlantly clear that the parties intended to be bound by such terrm."

- in King v. Kugler (1961) 197 Cal.App.2d 651

Legal Effect of Covenants

When properly recorded on a deed conveying land, a covenant ("restrictive deed cavenant') has the
legal efiect of a binding contract term, and may be so enforced. When covenants are instead signed
privately among neighbors, as in a mutual compact or agreement, they are still binding upon the
signataries and may be litigated if breached. Neighhorhoods that follow their covenants and standards
tend to be saler, look better, maintain hatter relationships with local governments, and beller retain or
increase the investments that homeowners have made in their properties. Because covenants are
voluntary, they may be more rastrictive that zoning ordinances.

Advice far Home Buyers

Many home buyers are so charmed by the appearance of a house for sale that they fail to take the time
to read the CC&Rs that come with the property. They are so pleased with a property that they sign a
purchase agreement without realizing that existing CC&Rs may prevent them from keeping their boat or
truck on the property, or erecting a basketball hoop in the driveway or building a Memansion. No real
estate contract should be signed until a purchaser has reviewed all the CC&Rs (and zoning laws)
affecling the property and is able to abide by them.

In a nutshell, deed restricions can place more stringent limits on a piece of land but
cannot loosen restrictions imposed by zoning private cannot couniermand government], but .
CC&Rs are binding upon the purchaser, and the purchasger will become subject to them,
whether or not they have been reviewed, reatl, or undersiood,

However, remember that deed restrictions must be considered even if the

Uity is not authorized to enforce them.



EASEMENT EXTINGUISHMENT
Appeal of Lol Merger (PA2011-141)
2808 and 2812 Ocaan Boulevard
Lot Merger No. LM2011-002

I. Please be advised, that in the event Mr. Guida gains permission from the Planning
Commission and/or City Counsel to merge his properties and build as he now intends,
this case will end up in couwrt, where hasides strict enforcement of the covenant as to
height, we will seek to extinguish the access to the rear of his property that he now
enjoys. | think a close reading of the sasement, contained in the covenant, will show
that Mr. Guida is not a dircct beneliciary, so closing it off (o him will be a low hurdle to
clear.

2. The courts, as demonstrated by the citations submitted herewith, have consistently,
upheld covenants in deeds, particularly where, as here, they have a stated goal. In
this case, the building restriction of one story, is plainly and unambiguously stated.
Next, the easement is also plainly and clearly stated, and is clearly limited in its scope
and intent, to wit, to allow the municipality ingrass & egress, to install and service
utility lines, and to allow the residents of the Guida properties to place their garbage at
the site designated by the City for pick up.

The Campbells and the Silvas will enforce the limits of the easement should the
Guidas seek to violate the height restrictions of the covenant.

1. The easement is for the benefit of the city and Mr. Guida is not a direct
beneficiary. It does not impede access to his proparty. It was specifically for the benefit of
his assignars,

2. He can't claim adverse possession because the Campbell & Silva families
know he is using the driveway. He is using it with their permission. Mr. Guida also
knows that he has their permission.

3. This is a unilateral accommodation which can be withdrawn by the Campbell's
and Silva's at any time.

4. Atbest, Mr. Guida has an equitable interest which can only be enforced if he
has clean hands,

5. By hbreaking the deed covenant as ta the height restriction, Mr, Guida no
longer has clean hands and the court should extinguish his access to the 96 foot road
that runs through the property of the Campbell's and Silva's.

Enclosed please find the citation which stands for the above proposition.

‘{Citation]"
Russell v. Palos Verdes Properties [218 Cal. App. 20 754]
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Defending Private Property Rights:

+ Private properly rights are increasingly being undermined and are the target of increasing
assaulls aven though our government has a constilutional duly to preserve and protect
them,

« When people's actions only affect themselves, we usually could care less what they do. But
when individuals’ actions begin to harm others, then we do care and we want to stop it.

» When the government does restrict the behavior of individuals, this is not necessarily a bad
thing. These forms of "mutual coercion” are usually in the public interest and work to our
common benefil.

» | know in my heart thal man is good. That what is right will always eventually triumph. And
thera's purpose and worih to each and every life.

“Protecting the righis of even the least individual among us is basically the only excuse
the government has for even existing.”
- Ronald Reagan

“There are no easy answers' but there are simple answers. We must have the courage to
do what we know is morally right.”
- Ronald Reagan
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INTRODUCTION

On Scptember 14, 2011, the Zoning Administrator approved an application of John and
Julic Guida (“Guidas”) to merge two contiguous lots, addresses 2808 and 2810 Ocean Blvd,, in
Corona del Mar (“Lot Merget”). (See Zoning Administration Action Letter dated September 14,
201 1{"Action Letter"].) The decision was appealed to the Planning Commission by Joan
Campbell, John Silva and Clifford Jones, The Planning Commission disagreed with the findings
of the Zoning Administrator and denied the lot merger. (See Planning Commission Resolution
No. 1857 [*Res. 1857”].) The Guidas have appealed the Planning Commission’s denial to the
City Council.

“All residential development in the City requires review to determine compliance with
the City's development regulations and guidelines.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 5, Housing
Element, Development Review Process, p. 5-93.) Betore a lot merger is approved, the local
agency must make certain findings of fact that support the decision, including compliance with
local regulations and ordinances, adherence to the General Plan and any relevant Specific Plans.
The Lot Merger must also comply with or be exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act (*CEQA”) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 ct seq.), and must comply with the California
Coastal Act (Pub. Resources Code, § 30000 et seq.) and the Planning and Zoning Law (Gov.
Code, § 65000 et scq.).

The Zoning Administrator found that the lot merger was exempt from CEQA. (Action
Letter, Finding A-1, p. 1.) The Planning Commission made no findings regarding CEQA. (Res.
1857, § 2.) The Zoning Administrator found that the lot merger met all five requirements of the
Lot Merger Ordinance. {Action Letter, Findings, pp. 1-4.) The Planning Commission found that
the merger would not meet two of the requirements, and made no comment regarding three
requirements. Neither the Planning Commission nor the Zoning Administrator discussed the
California Coastal Act.

As discussed below, the lot merger (1) is inconsistent with the General Plan; (2) does not
meet the requirements of the Lot Merger Ordinance; (3) violates the Coastal Act; (4) violates the
Planning and Zoning Law; and (5) has not been evaluated for compliance with CEQA.
Therefore, the City Council must deny the lot merger,

Importantly, the merger would conflict with the purpose of the creation of the existing
subdivision and cause havoc on a block of lots that are delicately and totally intertwined, such
that any modification to the lot lines would result in undoing several easements as well as open
the door to multiple lawsuits among neighbors.

Lastly, the Guidas appear not to be the legal owners of all of the property in issue.
According to the description of the operative grant deed, the Guidas do not own the first 20 feet
of property facing the street. (See Grant Deed No. 2010-00708142, excepting southwesterly 20
fect of Lot 5.) Although the Guidas attempted to correct the deed, the subscquently recorded
decd is invalid, as it was not signed and executed by the legal owner of the property.

This information is provided to the City by Melinda Luthin, Esq. of Melinda Luthin Law,
on behalf of Robin Campbell, Joan Campbell, Clitford Jones, John Silva, Alberta Silva, Peter
Campbell and Lucinda Campbell, Jeffrey DuFine and Richard Ardis.
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1 THE LOT MERGER DOES NOT MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE LOT

MERGER ORDINANCE,

Title 19 of the Newport Beach Code Chapter 19.68 (Lot Merger Ordinance) governs the
approval of lot mergers in the City. The Lot Merger Ordinance was created in 2009, Prior to
this, lot mergers were virtually unregulated. The subject application for merger is the first of its
type in Corona del Mar since the Lot Merger Ordinance was enacted. The Lot Merger Ordinance
mandates that five findings (each containing multiple subfactors) be made in order for the City to
approve a lot merger.

A, The Lot Merger Does Not Meet The Findings Contgined In 19.68.030(H)(1)

Protecting Persons, Property In The Neighborhood And The Welfare Of The

Finding H(1) of the Merger Ordinance mandates findings that “[a]pproval of the merger
will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be detrimental to the health, safety,
peace, comfort and general welfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood of such
proposed usc or be detrimental or injurious to property and improvements in the neighborhood or
the general welfare of the City, and further that the proposed 1ot merger is consistent with the
legislative intent of this title.”

(1)  The proposed merger will be detrimental to the health, safety, peace,

comfort and peneral welfare of persons residing or working in the

neighborhood,

The Planning Commission properly found that the proposed merger would be detrimental
to the health, safety, peace, comfort and general welfare of persons residing or working in the
neighborhood. As stated in Resolution No. 1857, the merger would allow the property owners to
build across eight linear feet of open space that is currently designated as side setbacks and
therefore, not buildable. (Res. No. 1857, Finding A-1, p. 2.3 This loss of open space is
detrimental to the health safety and general welfare of those residing and working in the

ncighborhood.



In addition, the loss ot open space will hinder the view along the ocean facing portion of
Occan Blvd. as well as along the view corridor of Ocean Blvd., Goldenrod Ave. and the Alley
between Goldenrod Ave. and Heliotrope Ave.

(2) The merger will be detrimental and injurious to property and

improvements in the neighborhood,

As identified in several City documents, the people of Corona del Mar have made clear
that they do not want mansionization of the village. The city of Newport Beach recognizes that
the newer subdivisions have larger lots, but that the average lot in Corona del Mar is less than
4,000 square feet. The creation of a lot of over seven times the average lot size will negatively

affect the property and improvements of the neighborhood.

3 The merger will be detrimental or injurious to the general welfare of the
City
consistency. is one of the General Plan's ...

4) The merger is inconsistent with the legislative intent of Title 19

The merger provistons of Title 19 are intended to help streamline the climination of non-
conforming lots, i.c. lots that are too small. The two lots in issue here are already among the
largest lots in Corona del Mar. Neither is non-conforming. The purpose of Title 19 will not be
served by merging these lots.

B. The Lot Merger Does Not Mcet The Findings Contained In 19.68,030(H)(3)

Because The Lot As Merged Will Not Will Be More Closely Compatible With

The Applicable Zoning Regulations And Will Be Inconsistent With Other

Repulations Relating To The Subject Property,

Purpose of merger ordinance is to streamline the elimination of non-conforming lots.
Merging two conforming lots will not “be more closely compatible with the zoning regulations.”
In fact, the lots as merged would be /ess compatible with the zoning regulations, as the zoning
regulations anticipate a certain amount of growth and open space, both of which will be

impossible with this proposed lot merger.



Furthermore, the lots as merged will be inconsistent with the General Plan as well as
other regulations relating to the subject property. This is discussed in detail below,

C. The Lot Merger Boes Not Meet The Findings Contained In 19.68.030(HY(4)

Because The Lot As Merged May Extinguish The Access Easement To The

Alley,

Section 19.68.030(H)(4) mandates that the merger must not result in a deprivation of
access. Here, the only access to the lots is through the alley, via an casement. If the lots arc
merged, and the Guidas attempt to build a house across the property lines in violation of a duly
recorded and enforceable covenant, the remaining subdivision lot owners will deem the Guida's
violation to extinguish their access easement, As a result, the lots, as merged will not have
access to the street,

D. The Lot Merger Does Not Mcet The Findings Contained In 19.68.030(H)(5)

Because The Lot As Merged Will Not Be Consistent With The Surrounding

Pattern Of Development And Will Create An Excessively Large Lot,

The Planning Cominission properly found that the fots as merged would create a
lot size and configuration inconsistent with the development pattern within Block 34. (Res. No.
1857, Finding B-1, p. 2.)

Currently the lots are approximately 7,200 and 6,400 square feet, As merged, the lot would be
nearly 14,000 square feet. The lots are currently 40 feet in width, facing the street. As merged,
the frontage along Ocean Blvd. would be 80 feet,

Block 34 consists of 20 lots, with average lot size of approximately 5,600 square feet and
average sireet-facing width of 45 feet. The lot size of the proposed merger is 2.5 times the
average lot size, with a street facing width of nearly twice the average in Block 34. The merged
lots would not only be inconsistent with Block 34, the surrounding properties, it is grossly
inconsistent with the development pattern of Corona del Mar, as a whole.

As stated above, the standard lot size is 3,500 and average size is estimated to be just
over 4,000 squarc feet. The Standard lot has 30 feel facing the street. It is impossible to

3



conclude that a lot of nearly four times the standard size, with nearly three times the standard
width is not “excessively large” and inconsistent with the surrounding pattern of development.

The zoning administrator claims that “nearby lots have widths as wide as 73 feet and arca
as large as 13,325 square feet,” and as such, the proposed lot merger is consistent with the
surrounding pattern of development and does not create an excessively large lot. (Zoning letter
finding F-1.) This is a gross_misstatement of the facts. First, the lots that the zoning
administrator discusses are two o‘f only three Io.ts tlmrt are excessive in size. Three lots among
thousands is hardly an adequate sample of the “surrounding development.”

Second, the Zoning Administrator did not usc “comparable” lots “within the surrounding
arca of development,” as required by the Merger Ordinance. Instead, for his analysis, the Zoning
Administrator uscd three anomalous lots that are the three largest lots in the whole of Corona del
Mar.

Third, the Zoning administrator convenicntly combined the measurements of the lots as if

they were one. He also misconstrues the facts by claiming that “other nearby lots have widths as
wide as 73 feet.” (Zoning letter finding F-1, p.3.)
One “comparable” lot is 13,325 square feet has a frontage width of 06 feet. The “comparable”
iot with a frontage of 73 feet has a lot size of 10,049 square feet. There is only one lot in all of
Corona del Mar with larger street frontage and larger square footage. All of the large lots are
anomalies that occurred long before the Merger Ordinance was enacted. The proposed lots, as
merged, would be the second largest lot, with the second largest street {frontage in all of Corona
del Mar. As stated above, these sizes are nearly four times the average size.

2. THE LOT MERGER IS INCONSISTENT WITH LOCAL LAW AND

REGULATIONS

A, The Proposed Lot Merger Is Inconsistent With And In Violation Of The

General Plan,
“Under California law, every city and county must adopt a comprehensive long-term
General Plan to provide guidance to decision makers regarding the conservation of resources and
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the future physical form and character of development for the city,” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 1,
Introduction, Organization of the General Plan by Element, p. 1-11.) The law mandates that
local agencies develop a General Plan for development. The General Plan must contain certain
Elements, and must comply with state law. Newport Beach developed their mandated General
Plan “to ensure that the City achieves the vision by, among many other things, doing the
following: ...Creating guidelines that preserve the charm and beauty of our residential
neighborhoods ...Preserving public views of the ocean, harbor, and bay” (N.B. General Plan, Ch.
1, Introduction, pp. 1-2, 1-3.)

“Newport Beach is renowned for its beautiful coastal lands and harbor,..and quality
residential neighborhoods.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 1, Introduction, p. 1-3.) “The General Plan
“focuses on conserving the existing pattern of land uses and establishes policies for their
protection and long term maintenance” and “provides guidance to preserve the qualitics that
define the natural and built environment. (/bid.) “Specific goals and policies address the
enhancement of open space, marine and harbor uses, historic and cultural resources, and
recreational facilities.” (Ibid.)

“The Plan is a legal document and much of its content is dictated by statutory
requirements relating to background data, analysis, maps, and exhibits.” (N.B. General Plan,
How to Usc the General Plan, Ch. 1, Introduction, p. 1-9.) The General Plan is more than a
guideline. Adherence to its provisions is mandatory and “Future development decisions must be
consistent with the Plan.” (N.B. General Plan, How to Use the General Plan, Ch. 1, Introduction,
p. 1-9.)

Allowing a lot merger that destroys thousands of feet of open space, eliminates public
views, and degrades the charm of Corona del Mar, ignores the thousands of hours of research
and technical studics that went into the General Plan development, and flies in the face of the
purpose of the General Plan. The Proposed Lot Merger will not meet the goal of “enhancefing)
the character of the community, preserv[ing] and enhance[ing] critical environmental and
histotical resources, and minimize hazards.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 1, Introduction, p. 1-4.)
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The creation of a mega lot that is four times the average Corona del Mar lot size violates
the General Plan, which is “intended to provide protection and prescrvation for existing
neighborhoods.” (N.B. General Plan, How to Use the General Plan, Ch. |, Introduction, p. 1-4.)

We request that the City Council utilize this important tool to help them “make land use
and public investment decisions” and deny the application to merge the lots. (N.B. General Plan,
How to Use the General Plan, Ch. 1, Introduction, p. 1-9.)

B. The Proposed Lot Merger Is Inconsistent with the Vision Statement of the

General Plan,

The Vision statement describes the great cfforts the City and its citizens have made 1o
successfully preserve and enhance “our character as a beautiful, unique residential community
with diverse coastal and upland neighborhoods. [Newport Beach residents] value our colorful
past, the high quality of life, and our community bonds. The successful balancing of the needs of
residents, businesses, and visitors has been accomplished with the recognition that Newport
Beach is primarily a residential community.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 2, Vision Statement,
Cominunity Character, p. 2-2.)

The Vision Statement describes the City’s conservative growth strategy that emphasizes
residents’ quality of life . . . cherishes and nurtures our ¢stuaries, harbor, beaches, open spaces,
and natural resources.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 2, Vision Statement, Community Character, p, 2-
3.) Design principles are scrutinized to ensure they “emphasize characteristics that satisfy the
community’s desire for the maintenance of its particular neighborhoods and villages. Public view
arcas are protected. Trees and landscaping are protected.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 2, Vision
Statement, Community Character, p. 2-23.)

The City has vowed to *“maintain access to and visibility of our beaches, parks, preserves,
harbor, and estuaries.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 2, Vision Statement, A Healthy Natural
Environment, p. 2-4.) Elected officials have vowed to listen and respond to the interests of
residents and the business community.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 2, Vision Statement, Responsive
Government, p. 2-5.). Allowing the applicants to merge two of the largest lots in Corona el
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Mar will not be in harmony with the principles described and the promises made in the Vision
Statement.

C. ‘The Proposed 1ot Merger Violates the Elements of the General Plan,

“By law, a General Plan must contain the following seven clements and must be
internally consistent element to element.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 1, Introduction, Organization
of the General Plan by Element, p. 1-11.) In addition to the mandatory elements, “the Newport
Beach General Plan also includes . . . Harbor and Bay Elements, Though optional by statute,
once adopted they hold equal weight under the law as the mandated elements.” (N.B. General
Plan, Ch. 1, Introduction, Organization of the General Plan by Element, p. 1-11.)

(1)  The Proposed Lot Merger Violates The Land Use Element,

“The Land Use Element presents goals and policies pertaining to how cxisting

deveclopment is going to be maintained and cnhanced and new development occur.” (N.B.
General Plan, Ch. 1, Introduction, Organization of the General Plan by Element, p. 1-12.) The
Land Use Element is intended to allow land use that maintains and enhances the “beneficial and
unique character of the different neighborhoods, business districts, and harbor that together
identify Newport Beach,” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 3, Land Use Element, Goals and Policies, p.
3-5)
Many of the City’s older communities are located near the coast, and are characterized by smal}
lots and the close grouping of structures. (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 3, Land Use Element,
Residential Neighborhoods, p. 3-63.}) This setting is recognized as one residents wish to
preserve.

Any proposed modification to land use must “Protect the natural setting that contributes
to the character and identify of Newport Beach and the sense of place it provides for its residents
and visitors. Preserve open space resources, beaches, harbors . . ."” (/bid.) The Land Use Element
Contains specific restrictions to “Protect and, where feasible, enhance significant scenic and
visual resources that include open space, mountains, canyons, ridges, ocean, and harbor from
public vantage points.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 3, Land Use Element, Goals and Policies, p. 3-
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6.)

Importantly, the Land Use Flement mandates that the pattern of residential
neighborhoods and harbor and ocean districts must be protected. (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 3, Land
Use Element, Goals and Policies, p. 3-9.) Changes in use and/or density/intensity should be
considered only in those arcas that arc cconomically underperforming, arc nccessary to
accommodate Newport Beach's share of projected regional population growth, improve the
refationship and reduce commuting distance between home and jobs, or enhance the values that
distinguish Newport Beach as a special place to live for its residents,” (Ibid.)

“When reviewing proposals for land use changes, [the City must] give full consideration
to the impact on coastal-depended and coastal related land uses, including not only the proposed
change on the subject property, but also the potential to limit existing coastal-dependent and
coastal-related land uses on adjacent properties.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 3, Land Usc Element,
Goals and Policies, p, ;éLTO.) Here, the iofnieﬁ;é‘ will displace two houses for one along Ocean
Blvd., which is a change in the density in an arca that is not considered underperforming.
Corona del Mar citizens realize the mansionization will not enbance the value of the
neighborhood. [t will also impermissibly reduce the amount of affordable housing near the
beach, and curtail the goal of diversity within neighborhoods, (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 3, Land
Use Element, Residential Neighborhoods, p. 3-65.)

The Land Use Element mandates that “the open space and recreational facilitics that are
integrated into and owned by private residential development are permanently preserved as part
of the development approval process and are prohibited from converting to residential or other
types of land uses.” (N.B. General Planr, Ch. 3, Land Use Element, Residential Neighborhoods,
p. 3-65.) A lot merger which proposes to obliterate thousands of square feet of open space
setbacks flies in the face of this mandate.

The Proposed Lot Merger wishes to take two houses, one 1,400 square feet, the other
1,300 square feet and create one house of nearly five times the combined size of the existing
houses that virtually covers both of the lot. A lot merger that creates a mega-lot for the purpose
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of overbuilding a mansion violates the provision that replacement of existing houses must be “at

comparable building heights and scale.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 3, Land Use Element, Corona

Del Mar, p. 3-129.) This certainly wiil not “compiiment the scale and form of existing housing,
(2)  The Proposed Lot Merger Violates The Housing Element,

“The Housing Element is mandated by Sections 65580 to 65589 of the Government
Code, State Housing Element law requires that each city and county identify and analyzc
existing and projected housing needs within their jurisdiction and prepare goals, policies,
programs, and quantified objectives to further the development, improvement, and prescrvation
of housing.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 5, Housing Element, Executive Summary, p. 5-2.) : “There
exists strong public scntiment in favor of preserving the suburban environment in the City.”
(N.B. General Plan, Ch. 5, Housing Elcment, Nongovernmental Constraints, p. 5-81.)

“The City of Newport Beach’s Housing Element details the City’s strategy for enhancing
and preserving the community’s character, identifies strategies for expanding housing
opportunities and services for all household types and income groups, and provides the primary
policy guidance for local decision-making related to housing. The Housing Element provides in-
depth analysis of the City’s population, economic, and housing stock characteristics as well as a
comprechensive evaluation of programs and regulations related to housing. Through this
evaluation and analysis, the City has identified priority goals, polices, and programs that dircctly
address the housing nceds of current and future City residents.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 5,
Housing Element, Executive Summary, p, 5-2.)

Like the Land Use Element, the Housing Element recognizes that Newport Beach is A
balanced residential community, comprised of variety of housing types, designs, and
opportunities for all social and cconomic segments.,” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 5, Housing
Element, Newport Beach Housing Element: Goals, Conservation and Improvement Housing, p.
5-119.) It seeks 1o “[e]ncourage preservation of existing and provision of new housing
atfordable to ... moderate-income houscholds.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 5, Housing Elements,

Variety of Housing Opportunities, p. 5-120.)



“The Housing Element addresses issues, goals, and policies related to ensuring an
adequate supply of housing opportunities for all residents.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 1,
Introduction, Organization of the General Plan by Element, p. {-13.) As in other sections of the
General Plan, the Housing Element states that the purpose of the Element is to “Conserve and
improve the condition of housing and ncighborhoods, including existing affordable housing;
Promote housing opportunities for all persons regardless of race, religion, sex, marital status,
ancesfry, national origin, color, familial status, or disability; and Preserve for lower income
households the publicly assisted muiti-family housing developments within each communiiy.”
(N.B. General Plan, Ch. 5, Housing Element, Executive Summary, p. 5-3.) The Housing
Element is designed to “Maintain rental opportunities by restriction conversion of rental units to
condominiums unless the vacancy rate in Newport Beach for rental lousing is an average 5% or
higher for four (4) consecutive quarters....” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 5, Housing Elemenits,
Variety of Housing Opportunities, p. 5-120.) Analogous to this is the need to preserve rental
houses by preventing the destruction of cottages in order to build mega-mansions. (See N.B.
General Plan, Ch. 5, Housing Elements, Provisions and Preservations of Affordable Housing, p.
5-130 [discussing the need to maintain and preserve the City’s rental housing stock].)

According to the Housing Element, overcrowding of housing units is a problem that the
City is commi(ted to addressing. In addition, “The City's goal is that an average of 15 percent of
all new residential development will be affordable to very low-, low-, and moderate-income
houscholds. The City Council has also established an Affordable Housing Task Force that works
with developers and landowners to facilitate the development of affordable units and determines
the most appropriate use on in-licu fee funds.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 5, Housing Element,
Executive Summary, p. 5-3.) Neither the reduction of overcrowding nor the creation of
affordable housing will be furthered by removing two rental houses and replacing it with one
mega mansion that is to be occupied by two people.

(3)  The Proposed Lot Merger Violates The Natural Resources Element,

Newporl Beach recognizes that “Visual resources are an important component of the
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quality of life.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 10, Natural Resources Element, Visual Resources, p.
10-16.) The “City’s habitat arcas and open spaces are among the contributing visual resources
... Coastal views are also provided from a number of streets and highways and, due to the grid
strect pattern in ... Corona del Mar, many north-south tending streets provide view corridors to
the ocean ‘and bay.” (/bid.) The Proposed Merger would obliterate the view corridor along
Occan Blvd., along Goldenrod Ave., along Heliotrope Ave., and along the alley between
Goldenrod Ave. and Heliotrope Ave,

The City must create and implement development restrictions, including “bulk and height
limits in the areas around the bay, [in order to] ...preserve scenic views and regulate the visual
and physical mass of structures consistent with the unique character and visual scale of Newport
Beach.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 10, Natural Resources Element, Visual Resources, p. 10-17.)

The Proposcd Lot Merger will not “maintain the intensity of development around
Newport Bay to be consistent with the unique character and visual scale of Newport Beach.”
(N.B. General Plan, Ch. 10, Natural Resources Element, Goals and Policies, p. 10-17.) Nor will
it protect the public views by rcguluic the visual and physical mass structures consistent with the
unique character and visual scale of Newport Beach, as mandated by the Natural Resources
clement, (/bid.)

D. The Proposed Lot Merger Is Inconsistent With 'The Implementation Plan.

“Implementation Programs describe the actions to be taken by the City to carry out the
goals and policics defined by the General Plan.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 1, Introduction,
Organization of the General Plan by Element, p. 1-13)) It delincates “the principle set of actions
and procedures necessary to carry out the goals and policies of the City of Newport Beach
General Plan.” (N.B. Gencral Plan, Ch. 13, Implementation Program, p. 13-2.)

Corona del Mar has a unique “half-mile lincar view park that provides spectacular views
of the harbor entrance and Pacific Ocean is located along the bluff top above Corona del Mar
State Beach,” (N. B. LCP, Coastal Land Use Plan, Ch. 3, Public Access and Recreation, Blult
Top Access, p. 3-11.) The scenic and vial qualities of coastal arcas shall be considered and
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protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall be sited and designed
to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the alteration of
natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and, where
feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas, New development in
highty scenic arcas such as those designated in the California Coastline Preservation and
Recrcation Plan prepared by the Department of Parks and Recreation and by local government
shall be subordinate to the character of its setting.” (N. B, LCP, Coastal Land Use Plan, Ch. 4,
Coastal Resource Protection, Scenic and Visual Resources, p. 4-71.)

The Implementation Plan states that compliance with the General Plan requirements is
not optional. “California statutes require that a city's decisions regarding its physical
development must be consistent with the adopted General Plan.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 13,
Implementation Program, Programs, p. 13-3)) The City must “ensure that Private Development
and Capital Improvements arc Consistent with the General Plan.” (/bid.)

The Implementation Plan states that the City must “continue to maintain appropriate
setbacks and density, floor area, and height limits for residentinl development to protect the
character of established neighborhoods and to protect coastal access and coastal resources.” (N.
B. LCP, Coastal Land Use Plan, Ch. 2, Land Usc and Development, General Policies,
Residential Development, Policies, p. 2-48.) The Proposed 1.ot Merger violates this mandate.

According to the Implementation Plan, “it is necessary for Newport Beach to review all
subdivision and development applications and make written findings that they ate consistent with
all goals and policies of the General Plan,” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. {3, Implementation Program,
Programs, p. 13-3.} Here, the Planning Commission discussed only two of the five required
findings mandated by the local merger ordinance. The Planning Commission’s denial did not
address CEQA, or the Coastal Land Act compliance or compliance with the General Plan, any of
its clements, or compliance with the Local Coastal Plan, Before the City approves a lot merger,
it must cvaluate all of the above. Based on the facts of the Proposed Lot Merger, it has not - -
and cannot be approved without violating same.
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3. THE LOT MERGER HAS NOT MET THE REOQUIREMENTS OF THE

COASTAL LAND ACT AND IS CONTRARY TO THE COASTAL LAND USE

PLAN.
Corona del Mar is located within a costal zone designated by the State of California that
is subject to the Coastal Act. (Pub. Resources Code § 30000 et seq.) The California Legislature
made the following findings regarding the California Coastal Zone:
{(a) That the California coastal zone is a distinct and valuable
natural resource of vital and enduring interest to all the people and
exists as a delicately balanced ecosystem,
(b} That the permanent protection of the state's natural and scenic
resources is a paramount concern to present and future residents of
the state and nation,
(c) That to promote the public safcty, health, and welfare, and to
protect public and private property, wildlife, marine fisheries, and
other ocean resources, and the natural environmen, it is necessary
to protect the ecological balance of the coastal zone and prevent its
deterioration and destruction,
(d) That existing developed uses, and future developments that are
carefully planned and developed consistent with the policies of this
division, arc cssential {o the cconomic and social well-being of the
people of this state and especially to working persons employed
within the coastal zone.
(Pub. Resources Code, § 30001.) The legislature enacted the Coastal Act in order to protect the
Coastal Zone, Cities like Newport Beach must create and follow their Local Land Use Plans.
“One of the major goals of the California Coastal Act and the Coastal Land Use Plan is to
assure the priority for coastal-depended and coastal related development over other development
in the Coastal Zone, which is a constraint on residential development, particularly in areas on or
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near the shoreline.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch. 5, Housing Element, Local Coastal Program, p. 5-
93)

A. The Lot Merger Fas Not Met The Requirements Of The Coastal Lang Act,

The Coastal Act regulates, among other things, activity considered to be “development.”
(E.g. Pub. Resources Code, §§ 30600-30627.) For purposes of the Coastal Act, lot linc
adfustments and lot mergers fall within the meaning of “development.” (See La La Fe, Inc. v.
County of Los Angeles (1999, Cal App 2d Dist) 73 Cal App 4th 231, 86 Cal Rptr 2d 217))
Therefore, the proposed merger must comply with the restrictions of the Coastal Act, including
the requirement that the applicants obtain a permit from the Coastal Commission. (Sce Pub.
Resources Code § 30106 et seq.) In addition, “Permitied development shall be sited and
designed to protect views to and along the ocean and scenic coastal areas, to minimize the
alteration of natural land forms, to be visually compatible with the character of surrounding
areas, and, where feasible, to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded arcas.”
(Pub. Resources Code, § 30251.) New Development shall “protect special communities and
neighborhoods that, because of their unique characteristics, are popular visitor destination points
for recreational uses.” (Pub. Resources Code, § 30253.) Prior to approving the lot merger, the
City must ensure that the lot merger complies with the Coastal Act,

B. The Lot Merger Is Contrary To The Coastal Land Use Plan,

In addition, the Coastal Act mandates the City to create and abide by a coastal plan
(LCP). Newport Beach’s Coastal Land Use Plan “consists of land use designations and
resources protection and development polices for the Coastal Zone, The Land use Plan Policies
result in consistency with Chapter 3 of California Coast Aclt, which addresses the planning and
management of coastal resources.” (N.B. General Plan, Ch, 5, Housing Element, Local Coastal
Program, p. 5-93.)

*Where there are conflicts between the policies set forth in this Coastal Land Use Plan
those set forth in any element of the City’s General Plan, zoning, or any other ordinances, the
policies of the Coastal Land Use Plan shall take precedence. (N. B. LCP, Coastal Land Use
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Ptan, Ch. 1, Introduction, General Policies, p. 1-2.)

“[1]n addition 1o obtaining any other permit required by law from any local government
or {rom any state, regional, or local agency, any person, as defined in Section 21066, wishing to
perform- or undertake any development in the coastal zone . . , shall obtain a coastal development
permil.” (N. B, LCP, Coastal Land Use Plan, Ch. 2, Land Usc and Development, General
Policies, General Development Policies, §30600 (a), p. 2-21.)

A lot merger is considered “development under the Act. (Sce La Fe, Inc. v. County of
Los Angeles (1999, Cal App 2n Dist} 73 Cal Appv 4™ 231, 86 Cal Rptr, 2d 217.) Therefore, the
Proposed Lot Merger must underpo the scrutiny required to obtain a development permit in

accordance with the Coastal Act,

4, THE LOT MERGER HAS NOT MET THE REQUIREMENTS OF CEQA.

The Zoning Administrator letter states that the “proposed project is in conformance with
CEQA,” and the Lot Merger “qualifies for an exemption from environmental review...{as a]
minor alteration in land use....” (Action Letter, Finding A-1, p. 1.} The Planning Commission
made no tindings regarding CEQA. (Res. 1857, § 2.)

Consistent with California's strong environmental policy, whenever the approval of a
project is at issue, the statute and regulations “have established a three-tiered process to ensure
that public agencies inform their decisions with environmental considerations,” (Davidon Homes
v. City of San Jose, 54 Cal. App. 4th 106, 112 (Cal. App. 6th Dist. 1997).) There is a three tiered
process for determining the appropriate level of CEQA review (/bid.)

“The first tier is jurisdictional, requiring that an agency conduct a preliminary review in
order to determine whether CEQA applies to a proposed activity. (Guidelines, $§ 15060,
15061.)" (Davidon Homes v, City of San Jose, supra, 54 Cal.App.4thatp. 112.)

CEQA applies if the activity is a “project” under the statutory definition, unless the
project is exempt. (See §§ 21065, 21080.) “If the agency finds the project is exempt from CEQA
under any of the stated exemptions, no further environmental review is necessary.” (Davidon
Homes v. City of San Jose, supra, 54 Cal.App.dth p. 113.) “Only those projects having no
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significant cffect on the environment are categorically exempt from CEQA review.” (Salmon
Protection & Watershed Network v. County of Marin (2004) 125 Cal.App.4th 1098, 1107 23
Cal. Rptr, 3d 321].) If the project is not exempt—either because it does not fall within an
exempt category or becausc an exception makes the exemption unavailable—then the agency
must proceed to the sccond tier and conduct an initial study. (Samta Monica Chamber of
Commerce v. City of Santa Monica (2002) 101 Cal.App.4th 786, 792 [124 Cal. Rptr. 2d 7317; see
Guidelines, § 15063.) Lot mergers do not qualify for a categorical CEQA exemption, and
therefore, the City must conduct an initial study prior to approving the Lot Merger.

5. THE LOT MERGER SHOULD NOT BE APPROVED.

For the foregoing reasons, we respectfully request that the City deny the Proposed Lot Merger.
Date: January 17, 2012
{ b !
Bit ; \ )\" L \.\S%

Melinda M. Luthin, Esq.
of

MELINDA LUTHIN| L.AW
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January 19, 2012 “H0E OF
THE CNY CLERK
CITY OF - ~420RT BEACK

Newport Beach City Council
c/o Leilani Brown, City Clerk
3300 Newport Boulevard
Newport Beach, CA 92663

RE: 2808 & 2012 Ocean Blvd.
Lot Merger (PA2011-141)

Dear Council Members:

I am writing to ask that you uphold the Planning Commission’s denial of the lot merger for the
properties located at 2808 & 2012 Ocean Boulevard in Corona del Mar (Resolution NO. 1857).

The resulting development on these lots should the merger be approved, would be grossly out
of character with the surrounding neighborhood, and more specifically the immediate area of
Block 34. The residents of Newport Beach have expressed their desire to stop “mansionization”
within the City and merging the referenced lots and the subsequent development: of them will
be In conilict with the City’s code protecting neighborhoods from this type of development.

While not an issue before the City Council, it is my understanding that there is a recorded deed
restriction which prohibits building higher than one-story for development in front of 3 lots on
Ocean Way. In this specific case, The Guidas have a protected, unobstructed ocean-view and
there is no reason for them to build a “one-story” home that blocks the view(s) of the two-story
homes behind them.

Please respect the Planning Commission’s decision and the time and effort that they put into it
by upholding their decision of denial of the lot merger.

Thank You,
/7 :
Sane fegirde
“ Jinx Hansen

221 Goldenrod Avenue
Corona del Mar
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| PRINTE
Marilyn Beck REOE]\/Eﬁb / ‘94 /:L

303 Carnation Avenue

Corona del Mar, CA 92625 707 JW 20 M 9: 27

January 18, 2012 P'C'(;—ll%E(%RK

QY €= 70T BEACH

Newport Beach City Council
c/o Leilani Brown, City Clerk
3300 Newport Blvd

Newport Beach, CA 92663

Re: 2808 & 2812 Ocean Bivd (PA2011-141)
Dear Council Members:

[ live in the neighborhood of this project and want to express concern over the application to merge
these two lots and to build a large dwelling that will result in the obstruction of the views of people
living behind on Ocean Way.

First, the issue of the merger: Corona del Mar is a village community and the character of this
community needs to be maintained, It is the reason we live here rather than other areas of Newport
Beach. Itis a disturbing trend to see mergers of lots and humongous properties being built, City Code
provides protection under Section 18.68.030.H of Title 19. This merger does not meet the requirements
of this section. The proposed new structure on the merged lots will be inconsistent with the character
of the neighborhood and will be detrimental to the ‘peace, comfort and general welfare of persons
residing or working in the neighborhood’.

Second, obstruction of views on Ocean Way: 1 understand that this is not an issue before the City
Council, and that it is a legal issue for the courts to determine. But there is a point at which respect for
the property of others needs to be considered. We are so concerned about property rights that we've
become a neighborhood of ‘screw your neighbor’ rather than respect for one another. There is a valid
agreement documented between the neighbors of the properties on Ocean Way and Ocean Blvd, the
intent of which was to protect views. The jntent of the agreement was o protect views in perpetuity,
That intent needs to be respected. it shouldn’t be allowed that fifty years later someone new can come
along and negate or cause harm to any of the surviving parties of that original agreement. The |ntent of
the City’s approvat of these plans should be to protect this agreement, not to find ways around it and
thus negate it.

turge you to uphold the findings and recommendations of the Planning Commission and not to approve
or allow the merger of these two lots.

Thank you.

Marilyn Bec



iz

from the dek of
| ucinda Cﬂmpl)d‘ A3

January 20, 2012
Dear Council Members,

We have over 300 face to face signatures collected by this small group that are opposed
to the Lot Merger at 2808/2812 Ocean Boulevard. They were callected in a relatively short
period of time. The only thing preventing us from gathering more were; houses were vacant or
tor rent and many people were away for Christmas & New Years.

The over 300 signatures Includes:

1. The entire Block #34 comprising the surrounding neighborhood.
2. 102 signatures from the houses on Qcean Boulevard.
3. As many other local residents we found home.

The neighbors we approached were unanimous in their opposition to this merger (except
for one person who supported the merger). They alf spoke of the enormity of these lots if
merged and believed that they were not compatible. Some expressed concern over a lot of this
size being across from “Lookout Point.”

Many residents expressed their desires to “Reign in Mansionization” and keep the charm
that makes Corona Del Mar unique. On the Newport Beach website the following is stated,
“Newport Beach is known for its ‘villageg’, each with its own distinct character.”

| must mention that my parents Robin & Joan Campbell (both 85 years old), when able,
went door to door to gather signatures themselves. Their character and resolve, which has been
surely put to a test, is remarkable. They are not just commitied to preserve thelr own views but
also to protect their neighbors from the devastating effect that a 13,700 sq.ft. lot would have on
Block 34, their neighborhood. Remember, Old Corena Del Mar where the average lot size is
more than 3 times smaller than the one proposed in the merger at 2808/2812 Ocean Boulevard.

Let us be perfactly clear, we are opposed to this enormous lot merger. We believe in no
way is it compatible or consistent with the neighborhood. What few plans Mr, Gulida has been
forthcoming with In no way changes our opposition. This is about a lot merger.....

My parents hope the City Councll (as the Planning Commission did before them) will see
that this merger Is not compatible with the neighborhood. They belleve in “Right Over Might.”
They are depending on their elected officials to represent what is the prevaliing sentiment of the
community and uphold the Planning Commission’s decision to oppose the merger.

Fespectfully submitted by:
ROBINV (AAPEIL Peln 5 thya Richawd Ardiy

)o(/-v‘ Conplodl Aot Silon Let Campbel/
¢ <y P



STOP THE LOT MERGER
oF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.

SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO, 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT B
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLYD. (PAZ01 |

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council to support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot mergern
|
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
or 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOC

COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYING’
ATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA20? 1-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council to|support. the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the/ lot merger:
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| slﬁrfimumz

THAROY L Mevers

21 Ot Ol

’jlklz L. Mw.gn.s

3012 HceN_BIVD

Jll S

HOLE N Py

DS

Tom SUM Y

i RTIN

i

—

Ol S

DL pEeT JpAE

1
%? 0(5? 0 CEMV LYY

e, Ny DN OCeen A\ &

CONeM o Yoy Ple  OCpen OO\

Zhoron € Y Nafley 3220 (X e n @/jw:i & 702‘2?%
CRet Refosh ! 3724 ocava \/éj m\ /
Depen Retosa | 3728 ocoms L) s i,

P T Y. o Y.

’K\C\M'f’hgc‘f{{'ﬁf"\ 2 SRR Ocedn KCQ@//

VA Hunaalear | 7672 %50 i %WWM/ A

SHIRLEY T03E 7208 ocenw @u{/j/;/, é’\./\),{% |

YO 4 j 7/ '

" 2700 (pent¥n

Kt M. WukT3



STOP THE LOT MERGER
oF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYING’
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA201 1-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council te support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot merger:

NAME | ADDRESS |  SIGNATURE
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
oF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYING’
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA201 |-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council to support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot merger:

NAME - ADDRESS SIGNATURE
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
oF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.

SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYING
{ OT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN aLVD. (PA201 |-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council to support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot mergert
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~ STOP'THE LOT MERGER
OF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. {887

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DIENYING’
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA2011-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council to support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot mearger:

NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
oF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH *DENYING?
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA2011-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council to support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot merger:
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
OF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH *IDENYING’
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA2011-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council to support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot merger:
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
oF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

™\ RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYING’
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA201 §-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council to support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot merger:

NAME ADBRESS SIGNATURE
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
oF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

_. A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OFTHE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH "DENYING?

L.OT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD, (PA201 1-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council to support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot merger:
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S$TOP THE LOT MERGER
OF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DEMYING?
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLYD. (PA2011-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Councll to support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot merger:

NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
oF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

__\RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYING?®
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD, (PA2011-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council to support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot merger:
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
oF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

™ RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYING’
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA2011-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council to support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the ot merger:

~ NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
OF 2808 & 2812 QCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYING?
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA2011-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council to support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot merger:
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
OF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYING’®

{ (5T MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA201 1-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council to support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot merger:
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
OF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. {857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYING’
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA201 1-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council

~decision & deny the appeal:

to support the
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
oF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 18587

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPOR
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council

:

I BEACH ‘DENYING’
2011-141)

support the

Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot merger:
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
OF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPONT BEACH ‘DENYING’
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA2011-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council :i‘
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for t

support the
e lot merger:
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
oF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857 e@‘;

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYING® T)Aa
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (FA201 14141) /SO ld\
1,-'

|
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The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council to si

Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the 1ot mergor:
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. STOP THE LOT MERGER
OF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYING®
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA201 1-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council tp support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot merger:

NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
OF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMM[SSION OFTHE CITY OF NEWPORT
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. {PAZC

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council ta support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot merger;
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BTOF THE LOT MERGER
oF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLYD,
SUDPPFORT REZOLUTION MO, 1857
NI COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWBORT SEACH BB 1%
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- STOP THE LOT MERGER
oF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYIMG®
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PAZ01 |-141}

The undersigned ask the Nawport Beach City Council to support the
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the ot merger:

NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
oF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1887 |
A RESCGLUTION OF THE FLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWBORT REACH TENYING'
LEYT MERGER PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OTEAN BLYD, (RAXD1 1-141)
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
OF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYING’
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. {PA2011-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council ¢o support the

Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for tT e lot merger:
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
OF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.

SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING

COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYING®
LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOC

ATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA201 |.141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council ¢
Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for tH

© support the
e lot merger:
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STOP THE LOT MERGER
OF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD. |

SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857

|

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH “DENYING’

LOT MERGER FOR PROPERTIES LOCATED AT 2808 AND 2812 OCEAN BLVD. (PA20

[1-141)

The undersigned ask the Newport Beach City Council to support the

Planning Commission decision & deny the appeal for the lot merger:
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Harris, Lillian Rt =TT ISy
* PN TY
From: Brown, Lellani
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2012 4:11 PM
To: Harris, Lillian 202 N 24 PH 1 g2
Subject: FW: Tonight's Public Hearing re 2808-2812 OCEAN BLVD., CdM-| oppose dishonoring
contiguous Property Owner's Deed Rights & Opt to Preserve their VIEWS C-:Fi"E OF

Attachments: l.otsMerge2808-28120ean.doc wg"(.ﬁ‘{, CLERK

Y = 2253 BEACH

From: Jeanine Paquette [mailto:jeaninepaguette@yahoo.com]

Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2012 4:06 PM

To: Brown, Leilani

Subject: Re: Tonight's Public Hearing re 2808-2812 OCEAN BLVD., CdM-I oppose dishonoring contiguous Property
Owner's Deed Rights & Opt to Preserve their VIEWS

Attn: City Clerk

I prefer that Resolution 2012-8 be denied(re 2808-2812 cean Blvd.,, CdM.)..
As discussed with someone in City Hall, T am Emailing in my letter:

Herein attached is my letter re Protecting Contiguous Owners' Property Rights and Preserving their VIEWS.
trust my comments will be included in the material presented at tonight's Public Hearing,

Thank you. Sincerely,

Jeanine Paquette,
Property owner, 211 Goldenrod Av.
Corona del Mar, CA 92625

S : Jeanine Paquette Jeanine.goodbroker@Gmail .com jeaninepaquette@yahoo.com
Real Estate Broker/Realtor DRE Bkr.Lic.#00473775 949/675-2225 Home Ofc. 949/375-4353 Mobile




Tuesday, January 24, 2012

TO: Council of Newpott Beach
TO: Planning Commission, Newport beach, Ca,
TO: CéMRA

To Whom it May Concern

Please adopt Resclution 2012-8 denying the Lot Merger that would infringe seriously upon contiguous
property owners’ rights, deeded rights and would interfere with their entitled peaceful enjoyment of their
property and ocean views.

Regarding the lot merger of 2808 and 2812 Ocean Blvd., Corona del Mar, 1 ardently feel that the
deed resirictions, covenants, et al that were agreed to in 1951 (or any other time in their history)
intending to preserve the views from the homnes behind 2808 and 2012 Ocean Blvd. should be
upheld; I feel they MUST BE upheld and respected.

The new owners of those lots proposing to develop a high edifice despite the factual knowledge

they could have/should have had before closing escrow. Their neglect of the facts and/or failure to
recognize long-existing owners’ Property Rights is not the problem of the homeowners behind nor
of the property owners throughout Corona del Mar whose rights should be recognized and adhered to.

Let our Cily not set further precedent favoring disruption of legal rights and once again favoring the
abhorrent mansionization of Corona del Mar village. It is incumbent upon the City of Newport Beach
fathers and paid staff to do the right thing, without betrayal of the property rights and rightful, natural

cxpectations of the affected owners whose views and enjoyment would be sacrificed

Sincerely

Jeanine Paquette,

property owner

211 Goldenrod Av.
Corona del Mar, CA 92625



Correspondence

ltem No. 3a

2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard Lot
PA2011-141

Marion C. Grant
213 Jasmine Avenue
Corona Del Mar, CA 92625

March 20, 2011

Sent via Email
Michael Toerge - Chair
Planning Commission
City of Newport Beach
3300 Newport Blvd.
Newport Beach, CA 92663

RE: Lot Merger
2808 Ocean Blvd.
2812 Ocean Blvd.

Dear Mr. Toerge,

As a property owner in Corona del Mar ( 213 Jasmine Avenue) I want to inform you that I am in support
of the proposed Lot Merger located at 2808 and 2812 Ocean Blvd.

I do not know or have any relationship with Mr. Guida. However, I have reviewed the proposed plans for
the property and believe that the restrictions he is willing to place on himself are well beyond what should
be required to obtain a lot merger. I believe ultimate home on these merged lots is well within the scale
and the feeling of our neighborhood.

Our personal residence was accomplished by a lot line adjustment in which the then owner adjusted two
existing lots one which was 30’ in width and the other which was 50’ in width. Our newly constructed
home now resides on a 40’ lot in width. We would not have built a new home without a lot line
adjustment.

Corona Del Mar being an older community which is considered one of the most prestigious places in
Orange County to live, lot mergers and lot line adjustments are part of the process of bringing the
community up to the modern day standards it deserves and homebuyer’s desire.

I personally believe the two homes that currently exist on the lots the Guida’s purchased need to be
removed and are an eyesore. I applaud the Guida’s efforts to upgrade the property and bring it up to the
current city standards that prominent Ocean Blvd. area deserves.

I support the lot merger, the upgrade of the property, and hope that both the Planning Commission and
City Council will approve this proposal. Our community deserves the area to be cleaned up and improved
in a fashion that is in keeping with beautiful Ocean Blvd., as well as, having a home which meets the
current building, safety and energy codes.

Thank you for considering my thoughts.

Sincerely,

Marion C. Grant

Merger
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Item No. 3b
2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard Lot Merger
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Comparison of Lot Sizes

Total Area Width

Property (approximately) | (at widest point)

R-1 Zoning District

Interior Lot Standards: 5,000 sq. ft. 50 feet

2808 Ocean Blvd. 7,217 sq. ft. 40 feet
2812 Ocean Blvd. 6,483 sq. ft 40 feet

Proposed Merged Lot 13,699.58 sq. ft. 80 feet

Comparable Properties Adjacent to
the inland side of Ocean Blvd.

2900 Ocean Blvd. 13, 326 sq. ft. 66 feet
2908 Ocean Blvd. 10,049 sq. ft. 78 feet
3222 Ocean Blvd. 14,579 sq. ft. 111 feet







Planning Commission Meeting
March 22, 2012

2808 and 2812 Ocean Boulevard Lot Merger (PA2011-141)
Alternative Development Standards Review






Comparison of Development Standards

Development
Standards

City

Applicant’s
Proposed
Alternative

Maximum Floor Area
Limit (FAL)

1.5 x buildable area

1.0 x buildable area

Maximum Height
Limit

Measured from
Established Grade
(70.2° NAVD)

24 feet
(flat roof/top of
railing or parapet)

34% up to 15'6”
(floor of roof deck)
33% up to 15’
(measured to top of
roof)

33% up to 14’
(measure to top of
roof)




L
4

uildable Area

Y Buildable Area 10,046 SF

10,046 SF

Proposed Alternative (3
Floor Area Limit (1.0) 4 24
10,046 SF &

City Standard 4
Floor Area Limit (1.5)
15069 SF &
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Comparison of Lot Sizes

Property

Total Area
(approximately)

Width
(at widest point)

R-1 Zoning District

Interior Lot Standards: 5,000 sq. ft. S0 feet
2808 Ocean Blvd. 7,217 sq. ft. 40 feet
2812 Ocean Blvd. 6,483 sq. ft 40 feet
Proposed Merged Lot 13,699.58 sq. ft. 80 feet
Comparable Properties Adjacent to

the inland side of Ocean Blvd.

2900 Ocean Blvd. 13, 326 sq. ft. 66 feet
2908 Ocean Blvd. 10,049 sq. ft. 78 feet
3222 Ocean Blvd. 14,579 sq. ft. 111 feet
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2808 Ocean 2812 Ocean Total
Blvd Blvd (“A” + Merged Property
Property “A” Property “B” “B”)

7,194 sq ft 6,499 sq ft 13,693 sq 13,693 sq ft 13,693 sq ft

Lot Area ft
Proposed
Development Alternative
Standards Development
Standards

Setbacks: 20 ft 20 ft 2 20 ft
Rear 10 ft 10 ft 3 ft per 10 ft Same
Sides 3 ft per side 3 ft per side side 4 ft per side
Setback Areas
(Total Sq Ft) 2,432 5q 1t 2332sqft | H764saAft 3,647 sq ft Same
Total Buildable
Area 4,762 sq ft 4,167 sq ft 8,029 sq ft 10,046 sq ft Same

7,143 sq ft 6,251 sq ft 13'324 =q 15,069 sq ft 10,046 sq ft
Floor Area Limit (1.5 FAL)* (1.5 FAL)* (1.5 FAL)* (1.0 FAL)*

(1.5 FAL)*
(FAL)
Floor Area Ratio
(FAR) .99 .96 .98 1.10 .73
. 34% up to 15'6”

A (floor of roof
(flat roof/sloped d o
roof) L)

24 ft/29 ft 24 /29 ft 24 ft/29 ft 24 /29 ft 33% up to 15’

Measured from:
Established Grade
of 70.2 (NAVD88)

(top of flat roof)
33% up to 14’
(top of flat roof)




Table 2: Development Standards

2808 Ocean 2812 Ocean Total Proposed
Blvd. Blvd. (“A” + “B) Property Difference
Property “A” Property “B” (as merged)
Lot Area 7,194 sq ft 6,499 sq ft 13,693 sq ft Same
Lot Width 40 ft 40 ft 80 ft 80 ft Same
Setbacks:
Front 20 ft 20 ft same 20 ft same
Rear 10 ft 10 ft same 10 ft same
Sides 3 ft per side 3 ft per side 3;‘}d|c;er 4 ft per side +1 ft per side/
-6 ft interior setbacks
VO] 16, A Of_ 2,432 sq ft 2,332 sq ft 4,764 sq ft 3,647 sq ft -1,117 sq ft
Setback Areas:
(23.4% decrease)
Total Buildable Area
(lot area minus 4,762 sq ft 4,167 sq ft 8,929 sq ft | 10,046 sq ft +1,117 sq ft
setbacks) (12.5% increase)
(1F o1 At daaﬁl'f‘;"éi) 7.143sqft | 6,251sqft | 13,394sq | 15,069 sq ft +1, 675 sq ft
' ft (12.5% increase)
Height 24 t/29 ft 24 /29 ft 24 /29 ft 24 ft/29 ft 24 /29 ft




PROPERTY

LOT AREA

Typical Lot in Corona del

3,540 sq. ft.
(30 ft. x 118 ft.)

Lot Width
(facing street)

Mar
2808 Ocean Blvd. 6,499 sq. ft. 40 ft.
2812 Ocean Blvd. 7,194 sq. ft 40 ft.
Ziorﬁ;’;eeg)pmpe”y 13,693 sq. ft. 80 ft.
Lots within Block 34
Largest (subject property) 7,194 sq. ft.
Smallest (211 Heliotrope) 3,965 sq. ft.
Average Lot Area 5,683 sq. ft.
2800 Ocean Blvd. 6,240 sq. ft. 96 ft.
2804 Ocean Blvd. 5,830 sq. ft. 190.50 ft.
2818 Ocean Blvd. 5,703 sq. ft.
2824 Ocean Blvd. 5,513 sq. ft.
2828 Ocean Blvd. 4,359 sq. ft.
2811 Ocean Lane (alley) 5, 761 sq. ft. none
2821 Ocean Lane (alley) 5,761 sq. ft. none
211 Heliotrope 3,965 sq. ft.
Neighboring Lots
(inland side of Ocean Blvd.)
2900 Ocean Blvd. 13,326 sq. ft.
2908 Ocean Blvd. 10,049 sq. ft.
3222 Ocean Blvd. 14,579 sq. ft. 111 ft.







Lot Merger Ordinance
« Compliance Required -
19.04.020 Purpose

1. The creation of subdivisions which are consistent with and serve ta
implement the policies and provisions of the General Plan;
The conservation of open space in the City;
The protection of landowners, lot purchasers and surrcunding residents;

The provision of adequate traffic circulation, utilities and other services;

2,
3.
4. The provision of arderly and controlled growth within the City;
5.
6.

The protection and stabilization of property values; and
7. The preservation of the public health, safety and general welfare.

Lot Merger (Pre 2009)
(Ordinance 2001 — 10)

An application for a Lot Merger may be
accepted when it can be determined that the
proposal complfies with the follfowing
specifications:

1. The lots o be memged are under common
ownership at the time of the mernger.

2. The lots as merged will be consistent with
or will be more closely compatible with the
applicable zone district regulations and other
regulations relating to the subject property.

3. Neither the lots as merged nor adjoining
parcels will be deprived of legal access as a
result of the merger

*t

Lot Merger (Post 2009)
(Ordinance 2009 — 30)

An application for a Lot Merger may be
accepted when it can be determined that the
proposal complies with the following
specifications: {Chapter 19.68)

1. Approval of the merger will not, under
the circumstances of this particular case,
be detrimental to the health, safety, peace,
comfort and general welfare of persons
residing or working in the neighborhood of
such proposed use or be detrimental or
injurious to property and improvemnents in
the neighborhood or the general welfare of
the City, and further that the proposed lot
merger consistent with the legislative
intent of this title.

2. The lots to be merged are under common
fee ownership at the time of the merger.

3. The lots as merged will be consistent or will
be more closely compatible with the applicable
zoning regulations and will be consistent with
other regulations relating to the subject
property including, but not limited to, the
General Plan and any applicable Coastal Plan
or Specific Plan.

4. Neither the lots as merged nor adjoining
parcels will be deprived of legal access as a
result of the merger.

5. The lots as merged will be consistent
with the surrounding pattern of
development and will not create an
excessively large lot that is not compatible
with the surrounding development.



1951 Re-Subdivision of Lots
(3,4,5,6 * Block #34)

Before 1951 Subdivision
{Before Deed Restrictions & Easement)

Y

A

Azrflig?tx- LOT LOT LOT LOT f’;%r;_f?t’(-
- 6 4 3 -
depth 9 depth
30 ft.
30 ﬂ. /’-

SO,
____E&-*"”ﬁgoummn
—

After 1951 Subdivision
(With Deed Restrictions & Easement)

EASEMENTS
60 ft. : ! 60 ft
2811 Ll 2821
96 ft. OCEAN LANE ;10 19 i  OCEANLANE |96t
20" easements 20
1791t 2808 2812 2818 101#t.
OCEAN BLVD | OCEAN BLVD | OCEAN BLVD
40 ft.
40 ft. e
| e

................................................................................

-« This 1951 Subdivision Divided 4 (30°) Lots Into 5 Lots.

‘s As A Result 3 Deed Restrictions Relating To View Were Adopted. 3
» Consequently 8 Easements Were Put In Place (Quid Pro Quo). 3
‘s Lots Are Integrally Connected *» Any Change To One Affects All.

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo



BLOCK #34
UNANIMOUSLY OPPOSES

LOT MERGER

RED DOTS : SIGNED PETITION




* IMPACT OF MERGER °
ON NEIGHBORHOOD

b 'PROPOSED GUIDA
5 ’%;5 MERGED LOTS
N

VIEW FROM LOOKOUT POINT
(43% of Frontage of Entire Block 34)
(90’ Feet On Ocean Boulevard) 4
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eoe STOP eee

THE LOT MERGER
OF 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BLVD.
{ SUPPORT RESOLUTION NO. 1857 )

A RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH ‘DENYING’
LOT MERGER OF PROPERTIES LOCATED AT « 2808 & 2812 OCEAN BOULEVARD * (PA2011-141)

REQUIRED FINDINGS FOR DENIAL (Ch.19.68) :

A-1 The lot merger would allow development that is incompatible with the size and mass of
structures on neighboring properties within Block 34. The removal of the interior lot line would
eliminate the interior side setback (three feet) on each property, create a buildable area greater than
currently exists on the two separate lots, and eliminate the open space that the interior side
setbacks currently provide.

B-1 The lot merger would create a lot size and configuration, which is inconsistent with the
development pattern of the subject properties and surrounding lots within Block 34.

C-1 Approval of the merger will be detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort and general
welfare of persons residing or working in the neighborhood of such proposed use or be detrimental
or injurious to property and improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the City,

and further that the proposed lot merger is consistent with the legislative intent of this title.
« The conservation of open space in the City;
« The protection of landowners, lot purchasers and surrounding residents;
« The provision of orderly and controlled growth within the City;
« The protection and stabilization of property values;

RESPONSIVE GOVERNMENT :
Elected officials and City staff listen and respond to the interests of residents.

The undersigned ask to the Newport Beach City Council
support their decision & deny the appeal:




* OLD CORONA DEL MAR »
(AT PRESENT TIME)

» NEW CORONA DEL MAR »
(13,500 SQ.FT. LOTS)
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RE: Lot Merger No. LM2011-002 - Appeal of the Planning Commission 10/20/11 Action 2808 & 2812 Ocean Blvd.
Dear Mayor Gardner & Fellow Members of the Newport Beach City Council:

On behalf of the John & Julie Guida Trust(s), we are requesting the City Council's approval of the Lot Merger for the properties
located at 2808 & 2812 Ocean Boulevard in Corona del Mar. As you are aware, while the Zoning Administrator approved this Lot
Merger on September 14, 2011, the item was appealed by the adjacent residents to the Planning Commission on October 20, 2011.
The Planning Commission denied the Zoning Administrator's approval on a set of Findings which we
believe were not appropriate and based on inaccurate assumptions. We are therefore requesting, with
our appeal of the Planning Commission's action, that you approve the Lot Merger.

While technically a Lot Merger is not based on the home that may be built on the merged lots, the appeal
that went forward to the Planning Commission, was essentially based on the Guida's residence being '"too tall". The
resident's claimed the proposed home violates 1951 Joint Tenancy Grant Deed which stipulates a "'one-story home(s)" be built on
the properties in question. Their stated appeal was based however on the “health, safety, peace, comfort and general welfare of
persons residing or working in the neighborhood".

It should be noted that the proposed home meets all of the city's zoning. planning. and building standards and is in full
compliance with all the city requirements.

Selected Facts in Support of the Finding:

F. Finding: The lots as merged will be consistent with the surrounding pattern of development and will not create an
excessively large lot that is not compatible with the surrounding development.

F-1. Corona del Mar consists of lots of varying shapes and sizes. The subject lots, as merged, will result in a
parcel with a width of 80 feet and area of 13.678 square feet. Other nearby lots on Ocean Boulevard have
lot widths as wide as 73 feet and area as large as 13,325 square feet. The merger of the two lots will not create an
excessively large lot in comparison to many of the existing lots in the surrounding area.

In conclusion, we believe it is important to note that the Planning Commission came to their
conclusions by a narrow view of the term “neighborhood”. And made their findings based on the single block
where these properties are located — Block 34 (Planning Commission Finding A-1). We agree with staff’s interpretation of
the term “neighborhood” as meaning the general vicinity and not a single Block where a property may be located.

We believe the proposed Lot Merger meets all the required findings and request the City Council’s approval.

Sincerely, P —
Coralee S. Newman GOVERNMENT

(Applicant's Representative& Principal- Government Solutions, Inc.) \ SOLUTIONS &

10



The lots as merged will be consistent with
the surrounding pattern of development
and,;

will not create an excessively large lot that
IS not compatible with the surrounding
development

Consistent:

1. Consistent with; e ANOMALY -
Comparable to;

Conforming with; Lots of
Commensurate to; 13,000 Sq. Ft.
Equivalent to;
Proportionate to.

oo pwN

11




e COMPARATIVE LOT SIZE -

Table 1: Project Characteristics

Total Area Width

Property (approximately) (at widest poin)
R-1 Zoning Disinct
Interior Lot Standards: 3.000=q. fi S0 fast
2808 Ocean Boulavard 7217 2q.ft 40 fast
2812 Ooean Boulevard 6,483 =q. ft 40 fast
Propozed Mergad Lot 13,689.58 sq. ft. 80 fast
Comparable Propertie= Adjacant
to Ocean Boulavard
2800 Ocean Boulavard 13,326 2q. fi. 6 fast
2008 Ocean Boulavard 10,040 sq. ft. 78 fast
3222 Ocean Boulavard 14,579 sq. fi. 111 fest

3 properties were used as evidence of comparable lot sizes. But none are In
Block 34. As you can see there is a sharp drop off after the first three 14,579,
13,699, 13,326 and then a drop of 3,277 sq.ft to 10,049. His merged lot would
be second largest in Old Corona Del Mar. They are In In no way compatible or
consistent to other properties in the surrounding neigborhood. In fact these
lots are anomalies and they were merged prior to the Lot Merger Amendment
{2009-30) which came Into effect in 2009
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* PUBLIC & PRIVATE
LOSS OF VIEWS

PUBLIC & PRIVATE
VIEW CORRIDORS AFFECTED

Rl
A0
—,
T
E .ayo,“ 2
j il - : —
s e =
I A /
e o | §
o = I
i ==
m 2=
¢ ey ==
=
..ﬂ’ " : ;
= ! 4
TR
(Al (il
' iV |
{ = J. Ll : |
i ¥

VIEW FROM W DRIVE

13



e

16,000

14,000

12,000

10,000

8,000

6,000

4,000

2,000 -

0

OLD CORONA DEL MAR
LOT SIZES « SQUARE FOOTAGE
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Corona del Mar Vlllage

City of Newport Beach

[% F
TOTAL |.p | A4 TOTAL ;. TOTAL
SQ.FT. 1 FT.| BN | SQ.FT, (|7 || SQ.FT.
Jof il 1 lof] i jof N of SN
BLOCK 'F BLOCK i
|

A

38,320

;‘38,320a A

Percentage
of Block 34

52,366 g i
13,699 < &Y
©26.2%° |y B )
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Defending Private Property Rights|

» Private properly rights are increasingly being undermined and are the target of increasing
assaults even though our government has a constitutional duty to preserve and protect
them.

» When people's actions only affect themselves, we usually could care less what they do. But
when individuals’ actions begin to harm others, then we do care and we want to stop it.

- When the government does restrict the behavior of individuals, this is not necessarily a bad
thing. These forms of “mutual coercion” are usually in the public interest and work to our
common benefit.

» | know in my heart that man is good. That what is right will always eventually triumph. And
there's purpose and worth to each and every life.

“Protecting the rights of even the least individual among us is basically the only excuse
the government has for even existing.”
- Ronald Reagan

“There are no easy answers' but there are simple answers. We must have the courage to
do what we know is morally right.”
- Ronald Reagan

16
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In April 2010 the Corona Del Mar Residents Association under the direction of Karen
Tringali, took a survey of all 6,350 residential households in Corona del Mar (Zip 92625)
regarding how the members of the community felt about saving and preserving the 1.5 FAR.
The results were virtually unanimous. Over 88% of survey respondents wanted to
maintain the character and village atmosphere in the Flower Streets, and didn’t believe
that could be achieved if the floor area ratio was increased any larger than 1.5. Based on
the number of respondents and the overwhelming majority opinion, it was determined that
between 78%-98% of all Corona del Mar residents would have responded the same

way.

During that General Plan hearing, time and again residents stated their desire to:

17

our community”.

IN OUR PETITION DRIVE SURVEY
e OVER 300 SIGNED -
* 101 OCEAN BLVD. RESIDENTS °

99% OF RESIDENTS OPPOSE THIS MERGER

19



PANORAMIC VIEW LOSS
FROM 2811 OCEAN LANE
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LOSS OF VIEW
FROM 2811 OCEAN LANE




LOT MERGER LAW

AL FINDINGS e Title 19 ¢ Lot Mergers °
0 s * (Ordinance 2009 — 30) »
APPROVE MERGER ~~~~)
- 19.04.020 Purpose
“ 1. The creation of subdivisions which are consistent with and serve to
i implement the policies and provisions of the General Plan;
\ 2. The conservation of open space in the City;
L 3. The protection of landowners, lot purchasers and surrounding residents;
v 4. The provision of orderly and controlled growth within the City;
i
1 5. The provision of adequate traffic circulation, ufilities and other services;
\ 6. The protection and stabilization of property values; and
\‘ T. The preservation of the public health, safety and general welfare.

19.68 Lot Merger

An application for a Lot Merger may be accepied when it can be determined that the proposal
complies with the following specifications: (Chapter 19.68)

1. Approval of the merger will not, under the circumstances of this particular case, be
detrimental to the health, safety, peace, comfort and general welfare of persons residing or
working in the neighborhood of such proposed use or be detrimental or injurious to
property and improvements in the neighborhood or the general welfare of the City, and
further that the proposed lot merger is consistent with the legislative intent of this title.

2. The lots to be merged are under common fee ownership at the time of the merger.

3. The lots as merged will be consistent or will be more closely compatible with the
applicable zoning regulations and will be consistent with other regulations relating to the
subject property including, but not limited to, the General Plan and any applicable Coastal
Plan or Specific Plan.

4. Neither the lots as merged nor adjoining parcels will be deprived of legal access as a
result of the merger.

5. The lots as merged will be consistent with the surrounding pattern of development and
will not create an excessively large lot that is not compatible with the surmmounding
development.

22
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Guida Residence

2808 & 2812 Ocean Blvd

Proposed Lot Merger Presentation
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96’ Lot Frontage
Full Two story













Average Natural Grade Per City of Newport Beach 70.20
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Above Ground including Garage 5,952.05 S.F







Shot #1
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Shot #2
Existing
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Shot #3
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Shot #3
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Shot #3
REV 2
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Conclusion




City Requirements

Merged Lots Buildable Area
10,046 SF
Maximum Floor Area Limit

1.5F.A.L

15,069 SF

Per Newport Beach Zoning Code
Subterranean Basements
SF does not count toward F.A.L

Proposed
Development Standards

10,046 SF

1.0F.A.L

10,046 SF




City Requirements

Base Height Zone R-1
Allowed Maximum Building Height

24’-0” For flat roof

Proposed
For Flat Roof

One-Story Home

Proposed Maximum Building Height:
All Heights measured from Established
Grade of 70.20’

34% up to 15-6”
(Floor of Roof Deck)

33% up to 15’
( Measured to Top of Roof)

33% up to 14’
(Measured to Top of Roof)




Height Based on Established Grade of: 70.2’

Height Based on Established Grade of: 70.20’

By averaging four corners of

Total 280.8/4 =




Side Yard Set backs

Existing city requirements New Side
_Yard set backs

6’

4)
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